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CHAPTER 1. 
INTRODUCTION^ 
Agricultural education is an integral part of the total 
program of instruction in many secondary and area vocational-
technical schools in the United States. It is education in 
agriculture for the specific purpose of contributing to the 
occupational development of each student. Agricultural 
education includes supervised experience that is relevent to 
personal achievement of economic goals in agricultural 
occupations. Agricultural education is oriented towards the 
biological, social and economic needs of persons, and the 
needs of society for which the individual is being educated. 
In a 1967 publication by the U.S. Office of Education, 
it was revealed that: 
Agricultural education in the secondary schools 
is a systematic education program designed to 
provide students with skills and competencies 
needed to succeed in both on-farm and off-farm 
agricultural occupations. The Vocational 
Education Act of 1963 broadened the program of 
vocational agriculture to include training for 
all occupations in which knowledge and skills 
in agriculture subjects are involved. 
As a part of Project 2384 of the Iowa Agriculture and 
Home Economics Experiment Station, the research procedures 
for this study were reviewed and approved by the Iowa State 
University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research. 
I 
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The most successful preparation for employment 
in agriculture involves a supervised occupa­
tional experience program. Some students 
preparing for careers in production agriculture 
will find it necessary to obtain occupational 
experience on farms other than their own. Those 
preparing for employment in off-farm agriculture 
occupations will find it desirable to obtain 
participating experiences in agriculture 
businesses in the community...(u.S. Office of 
Education, 1967, p. iii) . 
Phipps (1980) emphasized the need for students' personal 
development in discussing the objectives of agricultural 
education, which stated that public school education in 
agriculture should attempt: 
To develop the individual as completely as 
possible. The students should understand 
their capacities, limitations, and abilities, 
and their relationships to other individuals, 
homes, and society. They must be concerned 
about their vocations, business affairs, and 
personal development. They need to be aided 
in acquiring desirable personal qualities 
and characteristics...(Phipps, 1980, p. 9). 
Williams (1977a) conducted a research study that estab­
lished a need for supervised occupational experience (SOE) 
program instructional materials. To accomplish this need, 
Williams (1977b) with assistance from staff members of the 
Iowa State University Agricultural Education Department, 
developed an SOE instructional packet based on the research 
findings. The SOE packet was developed around objectives in 
the problem areas of: student recognition of the importance 
I 
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of SOE in vocational agriculture; student selection of SOE 
programs based on students' interests, experiences, and 
resources available; and students' activities and individual 
plans for SOE programs. 
Statement of the Problem 
Participation in agricultural occupations by students 
while in high school is a planned part of vocational agri­
culture. Outcomes from the participation may include per­
fection of occupational skills, making a profit, earning 
money, adapting to technical changes, investing in business, 
and developing a general commitment to prevailing work 
values. Regularly scheduled vocational agriculture classes 
and the FFA help accomplish these desired outcomes by 
providing instruction and activities related to the area of 
work in which students acquire experience. 
According to a 1965 publication by the Center for Voca­
tional and Technical Education, supervised occupational 
experience programs can produce desired economical outcomes 
in students: 
The opportunity to "earn and learn" through 
a supervised occupational experience program 
provides young men with limited earnings. 
Budgeting for future need or contributing to 
the family income provide valuable experiences 
for the student. When the need for additional 
family income is present, many students can 
make a real contribution (Center for Vocational 
and Technical Education, 1965, p. 17). 
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The degree to which supervised farming programs are 
utilized and the quality of these programs are thought to be 
the function of several factors. In past years, several 
studies have been directed at identifying these factors. 
Hinton (1958) concluded that farm facilities are an important 
factor affecting the quality of farming programs and further 
added that size of farm, family size, and ownership status 
of the parents influenced farming programs of students. 
Hawkins (1953) in efforts to identify teacher factors contrib­
uting to good supervised farming programs, concluded that 
classroom instruction on supervised farming programs and 
record keeping practices were effective practices which 
promoted supervised farming programs. 
Briers (1978) found the SOE instructional packet to be 
initially effective in two ways: (1) "the experimental 
treatment group classes improved their SOE knowledge scores 
significantly more than the control treatment group classes," 
indicating that the packet was effective in developing 
student understanding about the role and function of SOE in 
vocational agriculture and (2) "the experimental treatment 
group performed significantly better than the control treat­
ment group on the SOE Program Planning Inventory," indica­
ting the packet was effective in leading students to develop 
a plan for SOE as a part of vocational agriculture. Since 
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the SOE packet was effective in helping students plan an SOE 
program, and since SOE is a major learning method used in 
vocational agriculture, it was hypothesized that students in 
the experimental treatment group should achieve more economic 
value from their SOE programs than students in the control 
treatment group. 
Briers (1978) recommended further research to monitor 
the long term effects of the SOE instructional packet on 
students agricultural involvement. Therefore, the problem 
for this research was to assess vocational agriculture 
students' economic participation in agricultural occupations 
and to determine if students whose teachers used the SOE 
instructional packet differed in economic benefits from 
their SOE programs compared to students whose teachers did 
not use the packet. 
Significance of the Study 
This study will assess the effect of an SOE instructional 
packet on the economic value of vocational agriculture 
students' involvement in agricultural occupations. Further­
more, it will identify significant relationships that exist 
between teacher stability and students' economic value from 
SOE programs. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the long term 
effectiveness of an instructional packet on supervised occupa 
tional experience programs for beginning vocational agricul­
ture students in Iowa. More specifically, the objectives of 
this study were to: 
1. Identify personal and situational characteristics 
of junior vocational agriculture students in Iowa 
and to describe their participation in agricultural 
activities. 
2. Determine if a significant difference exists between 
scope of students SOE programs whose teachers used 
the SOE instructional packet as compared to those 
who did not, when evaluated in terms of the follow­
ing economic factors : 
a. investment in breeding livestock by students 
b. value of livestock sold by students and consumed 
at home 
c. hours of paid work by students 
d. hours of unpaid work by students 
e. value of crops owned and harvested by students 
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3. Determine if significant relationships exist in net 
worth of students who used the SOE instructional 
packet and those who did not. 
4. Determine if significant relationships exist 
between teacher stability and scope of students SOE 
programs. 
Definition of Terms 
Supervised occupational experience (SOE) - planned 
activities in agriculture conducted by a vocational agricul­
ture student outside of class for which systematic instruc­
tion and supervision are provided (Briers, 1978). 
SOE packet, SOE instructional packet, or instructional 
packet - printed materials outlining subject matter and 
suggested methods for teaching SOE to beginning vocational 
agriculture students (Williams, 1977b). Use of the packet 
constituted the treatment level for the experimental schools 
in research conducted by Briers (1978) and for this study. 
Briers experiment - the study (Briers, 1978) designed 
to evaluate the initial effectiveness of the (Williams, 1977b) 
SOE instructional packet. 
Project team - staff members in Agricultural Education 
and graduate students at Iowa State University who worked on 
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Project 2384 (Williams, 1975)--Conducting Supervised Occupa­
tional Experience in Agriculture--of the Iowa Agriculture 
and Home Economics Experiment Station. 
Participants - students who were subjects in the Briers' 
(1978) experiment and who were still enrolled in vocational 
agriculture at the same school at the time of this study and 
who participated in completing research instruments for this 
study. 
Entrepreneurship, Ownership - activities planned and 
organized as a business that assumes risk for the sake of a 
profit. Such a business could include production agriculture 
or farming activities. 
Vocational agriculture - education at the secondary 
level for present and prospective producers of agricultural 
products and those persons who have entered or plan to enter 
agribusiness jobs requiring knowledge and skills in 
agriculture (Phipps, 1980). 
Small business - a business that is independently owned 
and operated and which is not dominant in its field of opera­
tion. 
Agricultural education - a comprehensive program of 
agriculture that serves the needs of those interested in 
agriculture as an avocation as well as a vocation and which 
should be provided as part of the school's career education, 
9  
citizenship education, consumer education, special education, 
applied science, practical arts, and college preparatory 
programs (Phipps, 1980). 
Farm - a place from which $1000 or more of agricultural 
products were sold or normally would have been sold during 
the census year (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1981). 
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CHAPTER II. 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Since the passage of the Smith-Hughes Act, writing has 
been done to communicate the importance of supervised occupa­
tional experience as a component of vocational agriculture. 
However, the literature is almost void of research related 
to the economic value derived through students' supervised 
occupational experience programs in vocational agriculture. 
The literature cited in this chapter will be limited to 
printed matter and research relating to: (1) characteristics 
of Iowa agriculture, (2) future plans and characteristics of 
Iowa vocational agriculture students' supervised occupa­
tional experience programs, and (3) entrepreneurship in 
vocational education. The rationale and theoretical frame­
work for the study were drawn from this literature. 
Characteristics of Iowa Agriculture 
Since student SOE programs resemble the agricultural 
activity in a community, it is appropriate that a brief 
section on the nature of Iowa agriculture be presented here. 
Agriculture, the science of producing plants and animals 
for man's needs includes the cultivation of the soil, 
breeding and care of livestock, use and maintenance of farm 
equipment and preparation of products for market. 
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Agriculture is a major and basic industry throughout the 
world (New Standard Encylopedia, 1964). In the United 
States alone, there are more than 5,000,000 farms occupying 
one-half of the land area (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981). 
McDonald and Coffman (1980) contend that the number of 
U.S. farms will likely decline by about a third in the next 
20 years. Family farms will continue to dominate, but the 
influence of small farms will wane. The number of large 
farms with annual sales of more than $100,000 will quadruple. 
These developments will result in more farm corporations, 
more specialization in what farms produce, a concentration 
of production with fewer farms, and fewer young people 
getting started in farming because of the high capital 
requirement. 
Ninety-five percent of Iowa's surface is farmland, with 
65 percent in cultivated fields and 30 percent in pasture. 
Iowa can justly claim to be the heartland of American agri­
culture, with 25 percent of the grade "A" soil in the United 
States (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981). 
The Iowa Development Commission (1979) revealed that 
Iowa possesses five percent of the total number of farms in 
the United States, thus claiming seven percent of the United 
States' total acreage of principal crops harvested. 
According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1981), land 
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for farm use in Iowa increased by approximately five million 
acres from 1974 to 1978, increasing the acres of harvested 
cropland by seven million acres during the time span. The 
average size farm increased by four acres from 262 acres in 
1971 to 266 acres in 1978. McDonald and Coffman (1980) 
contend that the average acreage of a farm will continue to 
increase due to actual growth of existing individual farms. 
Iowa, "where the tall corn grows," as a favorite Iowa 
song declares, has done more to perfect and extend the cul­
tivation of corn than any other state. Iowa ranked second 
in the nation (Illinois was first) in corn production, 
producing 17 percent of the nation's corn for grain and nine 
percent of the nation's corn for silage in 1979 (Iowa Devel­
opment Commission, 1979). 
Iowa Development Commission (1979) indicated that the 
290.7 million bushels of soybeans harvested in 1978 was 12 
percent greater than the previous record of 260.1 million 
bushels established in 1973. The average yield of 38.5 
bushels per acre exceeded the previous record yield in 1972 
by 2.5 bushels, thus producing 14 percent of the nation's 
total soybean supply. 
The average yield of oats in 1978 was 58 bushels per 
acre, three bushels lower than the record 1977 yield of 61 
bushels per acre. However, Iowa remained the third leading 
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state in production of oats with 11 percent of the nation's 
total (Iowa Development Commission, 1979). 
The Iowa Development Commission (1979) revealed that 
production of all hay, including alfalfa, clover, timothy, 
and all others, was 14 percent of the total produced by the 
other states. The 8.3 million tons was the largest produc­
tion since 1958. The hay crop was harvested from 2.3 million 
acres yielding an average of 3.6 tons per acre. 
The Iowa Development Commission (1979) indicated that 
Iowa's livestock producers received $5.4 billion from market­
ing of livestock and livestock products during 1978, a 35 
percent increase over the $4.0 billion value in 1976. 
Cattle and calves on Iowa farms totaled 7.3 million 
head at the beginning of 1979, which ranked Iowa second 
among the states in total cattle, while producing seven 
percent of the nation's total. Beef cattle production in 
Iowa ranked sixth among the states, contributing five percent 
of the U.S. total production. Dairy cattle production in 
Iowa ranked eighth, providing for three percent of the 
production for all states. Cattle and calves on feed in Iowa 
in 1979 contributed 13 percent of the nation's total produc­
tion (Iowa Development Commission, 1979) . 
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Iowa farmers had 15.1 million hogs and pigs on hand at 
the beginning of 1979. Iowa ranked first among the states 
in hog numbers with 25 percent of the nation's total. The 
total value of Iowa's January 1, 1979, hog inventory was 
$1.35 billion compared to $993 million a year earlier. The 
state's pork producers farrowed 2.92 million sows in 1979, 
40,000 less than during 1977. The average pigs saved per 
litter was 7.15, resulting in a pig crop of 20.9 million 
(Iowa Development Commission, 1979). 
The U.S. Bureau of the Census (1981) indicated that 
sheep numbers, in Iowa, showed an increase from 370,000 
head on hand January 1, 1978, to 380,000 head as of January 
1, 1979. Sheep numbers in the state had shown a steady 
decline since 1962, with the exception of a slight increase 
during 1976. 
According to the Iowa Development Commission (1979), 
chicken inventories in the state have been on the decline. 
A record low of 10.7 million was recorded in 1978, three 
percent below the previous year and four percent below the 
previous record low of 11.0 million in 1975. Farmers in 
Iowa raised 6.259 million turkeys in 1978, accounting for 
12 percent of the nation's total turkey production. 
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McDonald and Coffman (1980) stated that: 
Large farms are clearly the growth sector of 
U.S. agriculture.... Farms with sales between 
$100,000 and $200,000 will increase through 
1985 but decline thereafter...by the 
year 2000, there will be fewer farms than in 
1980.... These farms with sales between 
$100,000 and $200,000 seem to be too small 
for profitable full-time farming and too 
large for efficient part-time farming after 
1980 [McDonald and Coffman, 1980, pp. 7-8). 
The U.S. Bureau of the Census (1981) indicated that 
17.7 percent of Iowa's farms had $100,000 or more in value 
of sales. The largest percentage of farms (29.7) had value 
of sales from $40,000 to $99,999. Other farms ranked as 
follows: 18.9 percent with sales from $20,000 to $39,999; 
12.4 percent with sales from $10,000 to $19,999; 8.4 percent 
with sales from $5,000 to $9,999; and 12.9 percent with less 
than $5,000 in sales. 
According to Prevedell (1981), farmers received 30 
cents out of every dollar spent for food by the U.S. con­
sumer in 1980. Labor, representing the wages of all the 
people who handle food products after they leave the farm, 
received 31 cents. In fact, out of the $262 billion that 
Americans spent for food in 1980, farmers got only $80 
billion, according to the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA). The remaining $182 billion or 70 percent went to 
the people off the farm - from supermarket checker to truck 
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driver to advertising agency to butcher. Theoretically, for 
every dollar the farmer receives for producing food products, 
two dollars are generated in the economy for jobs created 
through handling and processing of foods for consumer use. 
McDonald and Coffman (1980) revealed that large farms 
are often linked in the public's mind with corporate farms. 
They explained that many large farms are not corporations, 
although most incorporated farms are large. The number of 
farming corporations is expected to triple in the next 20 
years; however, most of the new farm corporations will be 
family operations that incorporate to take advantage of 
income and inheritance tax laws. 
In 1978, 80.2 percent of Iowa farmland was individually 
or family owned, while 14.5 percent of Iowa's farmland was 
owned by corporation and 0.5% was owned by estates or trust 
and by institutions (Iowa Development Commission, 1979). 
The U.S. Bureau of the Census (1981), also indicated that 
46.7 percent of the total farm operators were part-owners 
and 22.2 percent were tenants. 
According to McDonald and Coffman (1980) : 
As farms become larger and require more 
machinery to operate, fewer young people will 
be able to get started in farming. Only those 
who can inherit a farm will have a good 
chance of acquiring one....Traditionally, 
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the children of one generation have been the 
farm operators of the next. Over four-fifths 
of todays farmers are the children of farmers 
(McDonald and Coffman, 1980, pp. 10-12). 
The U.S. Bureau of the Census (1981) indicated that 
24.5 percent of Iowa farm operators were 45 to 54 years of 
age and 23.4 percent between 55 and 65 years of age. Sur­
prisingly, nearly one-fourth, (22.2 percent) of all farm 
operators in Iowa were under 35 years of age, indicating 
that many young persons are pursuing farming as a career. 
The middle age group of 35 to 44 consists of 19.6 percent of 
the operators and 10.4 percent of the operators were in the 
65 years old and older category. 
Many small farmers want to expand their farms to full-
time operations. This is a rapidly diminishing possibility, 
however, because of rising land cost and other capital 
requirements to operate a farm of adequate size. Some of 
the small full-time farmers will probably be unable to 
generate enough income to keep the operator's family from 
being impoverished (McDonald and Coffman, 1980). 
According to the U.S. Bureau of Census (1981), 56.6 
percent of Iowa farmers were full-time farmers and devoted 
all of their time to the farming operation. Contrary to 
this, 22.3 percent of the operators devoted 200 or more 
days to work activities off the farm, while 15.6 percent and 
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5.5 percent spent one to 99 days and 100 to 199 days 
respectively, to work chores involving off-farm activities. 
Snadgrass and Wallace (1975) stated that: 
Farming is a big and expanding business, 
requiring continually increasing amounts of 
capital, technology, and management. How­
ever, as the efficiency of scientific farm­
ing increases fewer and fewer operators and 
workers are needed each year to feed our 
growing population.... 
Modern farming is dynamic and requires men 
and women with scientific knowledge, skill 
and ambition.... Farmers are key men in the 
nation's economy, and their opportunity for 
outdoor living and self-employment is a 
privilege few others enjoy..,.. 
Agriculture employs about 30 percent of the 
labor force in the United States.... Employ­
ment needs of the agribusiness of agriculture 
are expanding, while those of the farm segment 
are declining. The three segments of agri­
culture (farm production, farm supply indus­
tries, and food-processing and distribution 
industries) are interdependent, and their 
combined scope is of vital importance to the 
total economy (Snadgrass and Wallace, 1975, 
pp. 16, 17, and 19). 
In summary, Iowa, because of the productivity of the 
soils, affords many opportunities for people to become 
engaged in the production of agriculture products and in 
occupations related there to. Even with technological and 
economical changes, opportunities continue to exist for each 
new generation. Williams (1977a) found that 85 percent of 
the 1976 Iowa vocational agriculture students classified as 
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seniors were living on farms; 80 percent had participated 
in the production of crops and animals while enrolled in 
vocational agriculture; and 48 percent planned to enter 
farming as an occupation, another 13 percent planned to 
enter occupations in off-farm agribusiness. 
Future Plans of Iowa Vocational Agriculture 
Students and Characteristics of Their 
Supervised Occupational Experience Programs 
The Vocational Education Act of 1963 and the amendments 
that followed broadened the objectives of vocational educa­
tion in agriculture. The law stipulated that educational 
programs in agriculture be provided to prepare people for all 
jobs requiring knowledge and skills in agriculture. 
The U.S. Office of Education (1965) publication entitled 
"Objectives for Vocational and Technical Education in Agri­
culture" listed, among others, the following objectives for 
vocational education in agriculture: 
Objective 1. To develop agricultural compe­
tencies needed by individuals engaged in or 
preparing to engage in production agriculture. 
The attainment of this major objective requires 
competencies in one or more areas of plant 
science, animal science, soil science, agricul­
tural business management, and agricultural 
mechanization. There are several different 
occupational levels at which individuals are 
engaged in production agriculture (owner-
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operator, manager, tenant, technician, laborer, 
etc.). Since the knowledge and skills needed 
at different levels vary, educational programs 
designed to prepare and upgrade individual 
workers must also vary in length and level of 
instruction. 
Fulfilling this major objective requires coordina­
tion of the course of study and supervised occupa­
tional experience. 
Objective 2. To develop agricultural competencies 
needed by individuals engaged in or preparing to 
engage in agricultural occupations other than 
production agriculture. 
The efficient production of agricultural commod­
ities requires many goods and services usually 
provided by specialized businesses. The produc­
tivity of the agricultural economy will be influ­
enced by the competencies of the workers in these 
businesses.... Experience and training in produc­
tion agriculture are either essential or highly 
advantageous for workers in all agricultural 
occupations (U.S. Office of Education, 1965, 
pp. 5-6). 
These two objectives are concerned with the development 
of competencies (skills, abilities, understanding and knowl­
edge) needed by persons engaged in or preparing to engage 
in production agriculture or occupations in agriculture 
other than production agriculture. 
A U.S. Office of Education publication entitled, 
"Developing Supervised Occupational Experiences in Agricul­
ture" (1967), identified some major values of farming pro­
grams, as a type of occupational experience in agriculture, 
as follows: 
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1. An opportunity to gain a satisfactory start in the 
business of farming. 
2. Development of the pride of individual ownership 
with decision-making responsibility. 
3. Provision for learning how to earn, save, spend, 
and invest money. 
4. Real-life learning situations in which judgement 
abilities, skills, habits, and attitudes are 
developed. 
5. The development of a team approach to teaching -
including student, parent and teacher. 
Similarly, Phipps (1980) indicated that the values of 
supervised occupational experience programs are many and 
should include, among others, the following values: 
...Provides an avenue to satisfactory, progressive 
establishment in farming or other occupations 
requiring knowledge and skills in agriculture. 
Provides opportunities to earn, save, and use 
money.... 
...Develops students' originality, pride of owner­
ship, initiative, self-confidence, and managerial 
ability. 
Provides opportunity for contributing to desir­
able family living.... 
...Provides opportunity for students to plan 
work, make budgets, use financial agree­
ments, review information, form judgements 
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evaluate activities, make decisions, 
solve problems, put plans into action, 
and keep accurate records. 
Provide an opportunity to grow into 
farming or another occupation requiring 
knowledge and skills in agriculture... 
(Phipps, 1980, p. 201). 
Binkley (1969) described supervised occupational exper­
ience programs as "...the foundation stone of the instruc­
tional program in vocational agriculture. Experience pro­
grams are at the center of the battle, not a skirmish on 
the fringe" (Binkley, 1969, p. 153). 
A large proportion of the students in vocational agri­
culture continue to develop occupational experience programs 
which include production agriculture. Briers (1978) 
revealed that: 
Over one-half of the students plan to enter 
production agriculture....About 14 percent 
off-farm agricultural occupations, while 21 
percent do not anticipate taking an agricul­
tural job... only 11 percent of these begin­
ning vocational agriculture students were 
undecided.... 
These data agree with other recent studies 
which analyzed the occupational plans of 
students enrolled in vocational agriculture 
in Iowa. Williams (1977a) reported that 
48 percent of the 175 students in his sample 
planned to farm, 13 percent choose off-farm 
agribusiness, and 38 percent planned to seek 
non-agricultural occupations. Byler and 
Kaas (1976) reported in a study of over 600 
junior and senior Iowa high school vocational 
agriculture students these data: 
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54 percent of the students planned to enter 
farming occupations; 18 percent, off-farm 
agricultural occupations; and 28 percent, 
non-agricultural occupations (Byler and Kaas, 
1976, pp. 71-72). 
Rawls (1978) reported SOE participation as follows: 
Only four percent of the students did not par­
ticipate in an SOE program while enrolled in 
vocational agriculture. 
Seventy-nine percent of the students partici­
pated in a farming program during their 
vocational agriculture program. Slightly less 
than one-half (44 percent) of the students 
participated in a farm placement program and 
23 percent of the students participated in 
agribusiness placement. School laboratories 
were used by 47 percent of the students to 
obtain occupational experience. One-third 
(33 percent) of the students participated in 
exploratory experience programs at some time 
in vocational agriculture. 
Almost one-half (45 percent) of the students 
participated in more than one type of occupa­
tional experience program. It was observed 
that 16 percent of the students with no FFA 
degree did not have an SOE program while 
enrolled in vocational agriculture.... 
Almost two-thirds (64 percent) of the parents 
felt that farming programs were the most 
important type of SOE for their sons and 
daughters. Approximately 20 percent felt that 
employment on a farm or employment in an agri­
business was the most important. 
Over 50 percent of the parents in each group 
except parents of students with no FFA degree, 
indicated that farming programs were the most 
important SOE for their sons and daughters 
(Rawls, 1978, pp. 39-41). 
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When describing the types of SOE that 196 students in 
his study had, Williams (1977a) stated: 
Many of the students participated in more 
than one type of SOE while enrolled in voca­
tional agriculture. Only 6.6 percent of 
the students indicated that they did not 
have SOE in vocational agriculture. 
Eight out of every ten students who had 
occupational experience participated in a 
farming program while enrolled in vocational 
agriculture. However, only 23 percent of 
the respondents had farming programs as 
their last SOE. One-half of the students 
received occupational experiences through 
farm placement and almost one-third par­
ticipated in cooperative agribusiness 
placement. Thirty-seven percent of the 
students had one of these two types of 
cooperative programs as their final SOE in 
vocational agriculture studies. Almost 
one-fourth (22 percent) of the students 
used school laboratories to obtain their 
final SOE. Sixteen percent of the respon­
dents reported participation in supervised 
exploratory experience programs as part of 
their vocational agriculture education. 
Eleven percent reported that this type of 
experience was their final SOE (Williams, 
1977a>, pp. 39-40). 
Byler and Kaas (1976) reported 323 of 591 students 
(54.65%) as having had work experiences in on-farm agricul­
tural occupations they were planning to enter, 102 (17.26%) 
as having had work experience in off-farm agricultural 
occupations they were planning to enter, and 106 (28.08%) as 
having had work experiences in non-agricultural occupations 
they were planning to enter. 
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Research conducted by Morris (1981) revealed that eight 
of every ten students had animals and/or crop ownership 
projects as their primary SOE. One hundred and twenty-one 
Iowa vocational agriculture students participated in the 
Morris (1981) study, in which 13 percent of each group 
(experimental and control group) identified working on farms 
other than home, as their primary SOE program. 
Similarly, Jones (1980) indicated that 216 of the 226 
Iowa vocational agriculture students in his study, categor­
ized their primary SOE participation as animal/crop (own), 
working on farms other than home, and/or working in off-farm 
agribusiness. More than 80 percent (83.72%) of the students 
reported one of these three classifications as their primary 
SOE. 
When describing the occupational plans of 121 students 
in his study, Morris (1981) stated: 
Approximately four in every ten planned to 
become self-employed in production agricul­
ture. Almost 20 percent planned to work in 
agricultural sales and service and 19 
percent of the students chose agricultural 
mechanics occupations ...(Morris, 1981, pp. 
47-48) . 
Counts (1966) emphasized that students may participate 
in SOE as employers, owners or entrepreneurs, and within 
a status identified as responsibility. He defined respon­
sibility as "a status involving no ownership by the student 
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and no financial return to the student in the form of wages 
or fees. The student is given responsibility for which he 
is accountable." 
Similarly, Williams C1977a) when analyzing data per­
taining to students by type of SOE program, categorized 
some of the types of SOE programs in this manner: 
Students involved in ownership and management 
of farm enterprises (supervised farming pro­
grams) made up the "ownership SOE group." 
Students involved in cooperative farm place­
ment programs or cooperative agribusiness 
placement programs constituted the "employ­
ment SOE group." Students with supervised 
laboratory experience programs provided 
through school farms, greenhouses and other 
school laboratories; and students with super­
vised exploratory experience programs obtained 
by interviewing and observing employees in 
agribusiness firms were placed in the 
"responsibility SOE group" (Williams, 1977a, 
pp. 40-41). 
Lee (1980) perceived SOE in the following prospective: 
Three ways are commonly used to provide SOE -
ownership, placement, and simulation. Own­
ership SOE involves students owning and 
managing retail agricultural outlets or 
services, growing crops, or raising livestock. 
Placement SOE involves students getting on-
the-job experience on a farm or ranch or in 
an agribusiness. The students do not own the 
farm, ranch or agribusiness, but are usually 
paid for their work. Simulated SOE involves 
using the laboratory facilities of the school 
to replicate work situations found in agricul­
tural industry. With simulated SOE, the 
students often do not own or receive pay from 
their experience activities.... It is preferable 
if such activities can provide students with a 
monetary return on the experience of ownership 
(Lee, 1980, p. 3). 
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Haynes (1981) used a 15-item work value scale to test 
the difference in composite work value means of Iowa voca­
tional agriculture students. Students in both the control 
and the experimental groups manifested the highest mean 
ratings on the work value scales: (1) Way of Life; (2) 
Economic Return; (3) Achievement; (4) Independence; and (5) 
Supervisory Relations. Students who gave production agri­
culture as their occupational plan had a significantly 
higher mean on the work value scale of "Independence" when 
compared to other occupational plans. Students who gave 
non-agriculture as their occupational plan had a signifi­
cantly higher mean value on the work value scale of 
"Economic Return" when compared to other occupational plans. 
Williams'(1977a) study revealed that significant 
differences existed among the students with ownership, 
employment, and responsibility SOE on the importance of SOE 
in developing 13 of the 38 occupational abilities studied. 
The means for students with employment SOE were significantly 
higher than the means for students with ownership SOE for 
the following abilities: 
a. Establish and maintain working relationship with 
others. 
b. Recognize my abilities, talents, and interest in 
making employment plans. 
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c. Communicate effectively. 
d. Develop businesslike relationships with others. 
e. Maintain customer relationships. 
f. Use equipment in an off-farm agricultural occupa­
tion. 
g. Operate an off-farm agribusiness. 
The mean for students with responsibility SOE was 
significantly higher than the means for students with owner­
ship SOE for the following abilities: 
a. Establish and maintain working relationships with 
others. 
b. Communicate effectively. 
c. Participate in activities to develop leadership 
skills. 
d. Participate in activities and organizations that 
improve agriculture and the community. 
e. Use equipment in an off-farm agricultural occupa­
tion. 
f. Use service of agencies and organizations in 
securing employment. 
g. Use plant and soil science information:in an off-
farm agricultural occupation. 
The mean for students with ownership SOE and students 
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with responsibility SOE were significantly higher than the 
mean for students with employment SOE for one ability, 
"Market animals or animal products" (Williams, 1977a, pp. 
76-77). 
The literature reveals that students who have been 
enrolled in vocational agriculture in Iowa perceive SOE pro­
grams as a viable learning vehicle. Dishman (1970) 
emphasized the importance of SOE in learning when he wrote: 
One learns by doing. If students are given 
the opportunity to apply, to participate 
in applying, or to observe the application 
of the principles and practices to be learned, 
they will be more qualified to assume a job 
and become more responsible citizens on 
completion of high school. One of the basic 
principles of vocational education in agricul­
ture is that schools provide for directed or 
supervised experience in agriculture....Modern 
agriculture affords many employment oppor­
tunities for youth which can be utilized to 
build sound vocational education programs... 
(Dishman, 1970, p. 154, 246). 
Entrepreneurship in Vocational Education 
Owner-operator of a small business is a means to 
economic independence. Ownership of a small business 
requires courage, intelligence, a will to learn, and a moder­
ate amount of capital. The easier path is to work for some­
one else - sitting, working, hoping and praying for advance­
ment. In an entrepreneurship, success or failure depends 
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upon your efforts. The small business is an expression of 
the owner himself. It is the center of his attention and 
hard work - the fruits of his labor. 
Bender and Taylor (1979) indicated that becoming estab­
lished in business was thought to be the same as becoming 
the owner of the farm business. However, with the changes 
which are occurring in farming, and as farms become fewer 
and larger, and with many vocational agriculture students 
planning to enter the agribusiness field for their careers, 
it is necessary to think of establishment in terms of 
careers in agribusiness as well as considering the possi­
bility of establishment as a farm operator. 
There are other business ventures in which students 
are interested and in which they receive adequate income as 
well as valuable experience. Steeves and Morris (1980) 
indicated that in their high school horticulture program: 
Students are encouraged to develop small 
horticultural businesses where they can 
learn and earn. Whether their experience 
programs center around service-type jobs 
such as landscape maintenance, mowing, 
spraying or production, students gain 
valuable experiences while earning money 
for their personal needs, college or 
expansion of their small enterprises 
into careers (Steeves and Morris, 1980, 
p. 8) . 
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When expounding on youth enterprises, Bottoms (1979) 
stated that: 
Currently a number of vocational education 
programs are providing youth with an oppor­
tunity to learn and earn through self-employ­
ment or through a student-managed enterprise. 
In depressed communities where youth unemploy­
ment runs exceedingly high and community 
placements are insufficient, vocationally 
based youth enterprises could enable students 
to gain the labor market experience so 
crucial to private-sector employment. 
They would further provide youth with an 
experiential understanding of how our nation's 
economic system works. Such efforts can no 
doubt increase the number of vocational grad­
uates who will eventually become self-employ­
ed. Increased federal investment would make 
it possible to establish youth enterprises 
as an extension of existing vocational 
education programs...(Bottoms, 1979 , p. 8). 
The opportunity to own and operate a business is part 
of the "American Dream." Small business ownership is still 
an important concept in the American economy. Ninety-eight 
percent of American businesses are considered "small" 
business firms that employ about 50 percent of the American 
labor force (Baumbeck, Lawyer, and Kelley, 1973; Broom and 
Longnecker, 1975) . 
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In view of the importance of small business ownership in 
the economy, Leach (1977) stated that: 
As a means of preparation for a career as 
a small business owner, the subject may be 
taught at the high school level (including 
area vocational centers), in adult and 
continuing education classes, and at the 
community college level. The management 
and operation of a small business is a 
subject which may be of interest to educa­
tors in all vocational areas in preparing 
students for a career...(Leach, 1977, 
p. 27). 
Despite the recognized importance of small business in 
the American economy, vocational educators have tradition­
ally not included entrepreneurship as a topic in vocational 
programs (Leach, 1977) . Vocational educators have recognized 
that entrepreneurship is an important career area for voca­
tional programs (Nelson and Bober, 1977). Programs of 
entrepreneurial career awareness and work experiences are 
recommended for inclusion in vocational education programs 
(Russell, 1980) . 
Curriculum materials available on entrepreneurship do 
not deal with career exploration of entrepreneurship at the 
high school level in vocational agriculture programs. 
Traditionally, vocational education has not included entrepre-
nueurial preparation, except in vocational agriculture 
(Leach, 1977). With three or four potential entrepreneurs 
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in every American classroom (Nelson and Sober, 1977), entre-
preneurship is recognized as an important career area for 
vocational programs. 
The National Advisory Council on Vocational Education 
(NACVE) (1979) issued a report in 1979 stating, "Education 
has neglected a responsibility to help prepare people for 
entrepreneurial employment". This report emphasized that 
society has developed a new appreciation for the entrepre­
neurial role and recognizes the importance of entrepreneur-
ship to the economy. Recommendations from NACVE are: 
1. We should immediately re-examine public policy to 
find out how government at all levels may be 
discouraging the formation of small business and 
then propose reforms. 
2. We should enlarge our conception of manpower policy 
to include and emphasize suitable incentives for 
self-employment. 
3. We need to know how educational programs can be 
modified to prepare people for entrepreneurially 
define work. We know surprisingly little about 
where entrepreneurs come from, what they are like 
and how education might better nourish and instruct 
the entrepreneurial impulse (National Advisory 
Council on Vocational Education, 1979, pp. 4-5), 
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In closing, the report stated, "the Council believes 
that the job creation potential of vocational education has 
not been realized and acknowledged. It is a new dimension 
in vocational education which must be discussed, explored, 
and developed" (National Advisory Council on Vocational 
Education, 1979, p, 5). 
In vocational agriculture, several research studies 
have been conducted to determine the effectiveness of 
various instructional materials. According to Ridenour 
(1965), materials in vocational agriculture curriculum 
development should be structured to enhance the teaching-
learning process. Thus, research must be conducted to 
determine the educational value of materials. When instruc­
tional materials have proven that they improve student learn­
ing, then they should be disseminated to teachers. 
Tillman (1976) identified that an important problem 
faced by vocational agriculture teachers during the past 
55 years was finding instructional materials to use in 
teaching vocational agriculture classes. As a result, he 
conducted a study for the purpose of determining the extent 
that Virginia vocational agriculture teachers were using 
instructional materials developed by the Agricultural Educa­
tion Program Area at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
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State University. Furthermore, he wanted to discover what 
"special features" to include in new instructional mate­
rials - transparencies, workbooks, exercise sheets, 
teacher's keys, and others. His questionnaire listed 17 
materials which had been developed and disseminated. The 
vocational agriculture teachers rated all 17 instructional 
materials as "good"; he also found that teachers wanted 
transparency masters, student workbooks, tear-out pages, 
and teacher's keys included in the materials. 
Briers (1978) concluded that: 
Studies which evaluated instructional materials 
in vocational agriculture gave varying results. 
Some of the experiments found that the 
materials were successful in increasing student 
knowledge of subject matter. On the other hand, 
several studies did not detect difference in 
student achievement between experimental and 
control group treatments. Collectively, the 
experiments suggest that properly constructed 
materials and carefully designed experiments 
combine to result in detectable differences in 
achievement.... 
An opinion stated by several researchers was the 
need to include teacher inservice as a procedure 
in the development and dissemination of instruc­
tional materials. Finally, they suggested that 
instructional materials continue to be evaluated 
in order to determine their educational value 
(Briers, 1978, p. 38). 
Compton (1981) conducted research to evaluate the 
implementation of a unit exploring entrepreneurship as a 
career option in secondary vocational home economics pro­
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grams. A study of female-owned and male-owned small busi­
nesses in Iowa indicated that men reported "good management" 
and "preparation and planning" as reasons why their busi­
nesses were profitable. Females indicated "job satisfaction" 
and males indicated "reward for personal efforts" as the 
primary reason for becoming a business owner. More men, than 
women indicated "profit" and "continuation of a family busi­
ness" as their primary motivation to own and operate a small 
business. 
Compton (1981) indicated that personal comments from 
business owners were overwhelmingly positive about choosing 
small-business ownership as their career. Selected comments 
follow: 
One owner indicated that small-business ownership 
has "the rewards of a job well done, the pride of 
ownership, and the satisfaction of being your own 
boss". Other comments: "Establishing credit was 
my biggest problem; good credit is a must" and 
"make sure you have enough capital." Another 
owner noted that it is "important to understand 
business and finances as well as your product or 
service; if you're prepared to work, it can be a 
most enjoyable experience." Another comment was 
that there are "always new goals to reach for." 
A final example: "You must never think of your­
self as a loser; you are the competition for 
everyone else. Give 100% of yourself..." (Compton, 
1981, p. 47). 
Reactions of students participating in the Compton 
(1981) study, indicated that students are interested in 
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pursuing entrepreneurship for reasons such as "want to be 
my own boss," see it as "a big challenge," "like people," 
and "would like to have people work for me." Students were 
also convinced that small-business ownership involves 
"handling the paperwork," "pressure," "responsibility," and 
"money to get started." 
It was apparent from the literature, that entrepreneur-
ship has not been emphasized in traditional vocational agri­
cultural programs, except for student owned supervised 
farming programs. The literature identified student owned 
and operated small businesses as a means for students to 
create their own jobs. Such business ventures brings many 
challenges, but also have the potential to produce desired 
outcomes, including economic rewards. 
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CHAPTER III. 
EXECUTION OF STUDY 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the long term 
effect of an SOE instructional packet on students' economic 
involvement in agriculture. A secondary purpose was to study 
the relationship between teacher stability and scope of stu­
dents' economic involvement in agriculture. The methods and 
procedures utilized are described in this chapter. 
Design 
The design utilized in this study is classified as a 
post-test only control group design. Tuckman (1978) graph­
ically represented the post-test only control group design 
in the following manner: 
R X 0 
R 0 
Where ; 
R indicates random selection from the population 
and random assignment to treatment level. 
X depicts the experimental treatment. (The use of 
SOE packet in vocational agriculture instruction 
for beginning vocational agriculture students.) 
The absence bf X indicates the control group for 
this experiment. 
39 
0 represents the post-test measures used to deter­
mine the students' economic worth and to collect 
demographic data. 
Population 
The population of the study was composed of vocational 
agriculture teachers and students in Iowa during the 1977-78 
school year, who met the following criteria as imposed by 
Briers (1978). 
1. Teachers must have taught in their present school 
system during the 1976-77 school year. This elim­
inated all beginning instructors and those who had 
changed positions between the 1976-77 and 1977-78 
school years. 
2. The new Iowa Agricultural Experience Program Records 
(Iowa Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association, 
1976) must have been used by those teachers involved 
in the study. 
3. Teachers must have been teaching a class of begin­
ning vocational agriculture students. 
4. Teachers must have agreed to teach a unit on SOE 
programs to their beginning students during Fall 
semester of the 1977-78 school year. In the 
original frame from which the sample was chosen. 
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only criterion one was used to delete teachers and 
their students from inclusion as possible experi­
mental units (Briers, 1978, p. 40-41). 
Sample 
The Briers experiment consisted of 40 teachers/schools 
randomly selected and assigned to experimental and control 
treatment groups. The technique utilized in Briers' 
experiment "resulted in usable data from 33 of the 40 
schools; 17 schools in the experimental group, and 16 schools 
in the control group" (Briers, 1978, p. 52). 
One and one-half years after the original experiment, 
236 of the participants in Briers' study were still 
enrolled in the same school and participating in vocational 
agriculture. These students came from 32 of the 33 schools 
in Briers' experiment. Officials of one of the experi­
mental group schools indicated they did not desire to 
participate. Hence, there were 16 schools in the control 
group and 16 schools in the experimental group. Thus, par­
ticipation from the control group consisted of 100 students 
while 136 students participated from the experimental group. 
Treatment Level 
The independent variable of this study was the degree 
of access teachers and students had to the SOE instructional 
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packet. The independent variable consisted of two levels -
experimental and control. 
The experimental group included teachers and students 
who used the instructional packet entitled M Instructional 
Packet on Supervised Occupational Experience Programs of 
Beginning Vocational Agriculture Students (Williams, 1977b). 
In-service education was also provided for teachers to 
acquaint them with the packets' use. The packet was used 
by the teachers in the experimental school to introduce SOE 
to beginning vocational agriculture students during the Fall 
of 1977. Therefore, the three-week treatment period in 
Briers' (1978) experiment has been extended to one and one-
half years for this study. 
The control group consisted of teachers and students who 
were not given the instructional packet and related in-service 
education. 
Instrumentation 
The instrument used to collect data for this study, The 
Involvement in Agricultural Inventory, was developed by the 
project team for the purpose of acquiring personal and situ­
ational data on participating students. 
A major portion of the inventory consisted of structured 
forced-choice questions, designed to record demographic. 
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biographic and other information. However, since the 
description of the students' supervised occupational experi­
ence programs involved a variety of raw data as answers, that 
portion of the instrument warranted response in numerical 
form. 
Face validity was established for inventory items by 
members of the Agricultural Education Staff at Iowa State 
University who served as a review panel for the research 
project. Subsequent changes and modifications were made to 
eliminate recognized weaknesses and duplications, after which 
final drafts of the instruments were made. The instrument 
was reviewed and approved by the Iowa State University 
Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research. 
Collection of Data 
The Involvement in Agriculture Inventory was adminis­
tered to all participating students during February 25-29, 
1980. Prior to February 25-29, 1980, a letter explaining 
the research study and requesting the schools permission to 
collect data was mailed to all schools participating in the 
study (Appendix A). 
The participating schools were divided into five groups 
according to their geographic location in order to enable 
the project team to consume time and travel. Members of the 
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project team telephoned selected schools to affirm their 
participation and establish dates for visits. A follow-up 
letter was mailed to each participating school as a reminder 
of the visitation data and time (Appendix A). 
Members of the project team assembled instruments on 
February 22, 1980 for each student and school participating 
in the study. Instruments were coded so that identification 
by student, school and treatment would be accessible 
(Appendix E). 
Modification of Data 
The dollar value of breeding livestock, market live­
stock, hours employed and acres of crops harvested during 
the 1979 calendar year was used to measure the students' 
supervised occupational experience programs economic worth. 
Values for each livestock enterprise were derived from 
average market weights and prices for 1979. Animal unit 
value was calculated using the following formula: 
Average market weight ^ Average price _ Average per 
per animal 1979 per unit 1979 ~ animal value 
The price per animal unit and per animal value were 
rounded to the nearest whole dollar. Animal unit values used 
in this study are shown in Appendix F for breeding livestock 
and poultry, while Appendix G reveals the value of market 
livestock and poultry. 
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Values for crops harvested were determined from average 
yield per acre and average price per unit for the 1979 
calendar year. Appendix H reveals unit values of crops 
harvested (rounded to the nearest whole dollar) for 1979. 
The following formula was used to calculate per acre value 
of crops harvested: 
Average yield ^ Average price _ Average per 
per acre per unit acre value 
Value of hours employed by the participants as part of 
their supervised occupational experience program was calcu­
lated using an average of the farm labor cost per hour for 
Iowa in 1979. Appendix I indicates quarterly averages for 
farm labor which were rounded to the nearest whole dollar 
($3.00) for this study. 
Data Analysis 
Members of the project team coded the data gathered 
from teachers and students (Appendix E) and recorded them on 
IBM cards. Analyses were done using computer facilities at 
the Computation Center at Iowa State University. The 
computer program that served as the basis for selecting 
statistical routine was the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie et al., 1975). The following 
subprograms were utilized: Frequencies, Chi-Square, Analysis 
of Variance and ONE WAY ANOVA. 
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CHAPTER VI. 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the long term 
effect of an SOE instruction packet on students' SOE economic 
worth, and to study the relationship between teacher stabil­
ity and the scope of students' SOE economic worth. The 
population of the study was composed of vocational agricul­
ture teachers and students in Iowa during the 1977-78 school 
year who met the criteria imposed by Briers (1978) and 
described on page 39. 
The instrument used to collect data for this study, The 
Involvement in Agriculture Inventory (Appendix D], was 
developed by the project team for the purpose of acquiring 
personal and situational data on participating students. The 
following data were collected from the participants: 
1. Student demographic information 
2. Measures of students' SOE scope 
3. Net worth at the end of 1977 and 1979. 
This chapter is devoted to analyzing and discussing the 
data generated by the inquiry. Results of the data analyses 
are presented in sections corresponding to the objectives of 
the study. The sections are as follows: 
1. Characteristics of Respondents 
2. Description and Analysis of Iowa Students Economic 
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Worth Factors 
3. Comparison of Mean Dollar Value of Economic Worth 
Factors 
4. Relationship Between Teacher Stability and Students 
Mean Economic Factor Value 
5. Comparison of Students' Net Worth 
Characteristics of Respondents 
Two hundred thirty-six (60.82%) of the 388 students 
previously in the Briers (1978) experiment provided data for 
this study; of these, 100 were in the control group and 136 
composed the experimental group as reported in Table 1. Two 
hundred twenty-five (95.34%) of the students were enrolled 
in their third (junior) year of vocational agriculture. 
These data further validate the student characteristics 
described in the Briers (1978) study which reported that 
these students were enrolled in their first year of voca­
tional agriculture in 1978. Data in Table 1 indicate that 
only seven students (2.97%) had less than three years of 
vocational agriculture and four students (1.69%) exceeded 
three years. Those students with less than three years of 
vocational agriculture did not enroll in an agriculture 
course for two succeeding years following the 1977-78 
school year. Enrollment in an exploratory agriculture 
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course designed for junior high school students could account 
for the four students who had four years of vocational agri­
culture. However, the largest percentage of the sample 
was in their third year of vocational agriculture as 
expected. 
Table 1. Years of vocational agriculture enrollment by 
treatment group 
Years of 
Vocational 
Agriculture 
Treatment 
Experimental 
(N=136) 
Group 
Control 
(N=100) 
Total 
(N=236) 
N % N % N % 
2 years 4 2.94 3 3 .00 7 2.97 
3 years 130 95.59 95 95 .00 225 95.34 
4 years 2 1.47 2 2 .00 4 1.69 
Total 136 100.00 100 100 .00 236 100.00 
Data in Table 2 reveal a close parallel between students 
years in vocational agriculture and years of FFA membership. 
The experimental group had 120 (88.24%) of the 136 students 
in the group with three years of FFA membership. Similarly, 
findings in the control group also show a large percentage 
of students with three years of membership in the FFA. 
Approximately 93 (93.00%) of the 100 students in the control 
group were in this category. About 90 percent (90.26%) of 
the total group were in their third year of FFA membership. 
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Table 2. Years of FFA membership by treatment group 
Years 
Treatment Group 
Experimental Control 
(N=136) CN=100) 
Total 
(N=236) 
0 
1 year 
2 years 
3 years 
4 years 
5 years 
Totals 
N 1 N % N 1 
0 0.00 2 2.00 2 0.85 
1 0.73 0 0.00 1 0.42 
8 5.88 3 3.00 11 4.66 
120 88.24 93 93.00 213 90.26 
2 1.47 2 2.00 4 1.69 
5 3.68 0 0.00 5 2.12 
136 100.00 100 100.00 236 100.00 
Data presented in Table 3 show the types of SOE pro­
grams in which students participated. Almost 98 percent 
(97.881) of the total group was involved in at least one 
type of SOE program. Only five students (2.12%) indicated 
no SOE program. Ownership of animals and crops was the most 
common type of SOE participation by both groups. Approx­
imately seven percent (6.65%) more of the experimental 
group than the control group had this type of SOE. Contrary 
to the above, approximately seven percent (6.82%) more of 
the control group than the experimental group were involved 
in working on farms. Approximately eleven percent (11.02%) 
of the total group indicated being involved in agribusiness 
as their type of SOE. These findings may suggest that the 
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SOE packet gave more attention to becoming involved in 
farming than to involvement through employment on farms and 
in agribusinesses. 
Table 3. Types of SOE students participated in by treatment 
group 
Treatment Group 
Experimental 
(N=136) 
Control 
(N=100) 
Total 
(N=236) 
t. % Ni % NI i 
Animals/crops(own) 126 92.65 86 86. 00 212 89.83 
Working on farm 
other than home 56 41.18 48 48. 00 104 44.07 
Agribusiness 12 8.82 14 14. 00 26 11.02 
School based proj-
ects other than 
normal classroom 
laboratory 
activities 
22 16.18 25 25. 00 47 19.92 
Interviewing and 
observing people 
working in agri­
culture 
6 4.41 5 5. 00 11 4.66 
Other SOE 6 4.41 3 3. 00 9 3.81 
No SOE 1 0.74 4 4. 00 5 2.12 
^Numbers reported do not equal to number of participants 
in the study because many students had more than one type of 
SOE. 
Students were asked to categorize their primary SOE 
program. The data in Table 4 reveal that more than 77 per­
cent (77.551) of the students had animal and/or crop owner­
ship projects as their primary SOE, a slightly higher 
50 
Table 4. Primary type of SOE students participated in by 
treatment group 
SOE 
Treatment Group 
Experimental 
(N=136) 
Control 
(N=100) 
Total 
(N=236) 
Missing cases 
Animal/crops(own) 
Working on farm 
other than home 
Agribusiness 
School based proj 
ects other than 
normal classroom 
laboratory 
activities 
Interviewing and 
observing people 
working in agri­
culture 
Other SOE 
No SOE 
Total 
N 
4 
117 
10 
3 
1 
0 
136 
2.94 
8 6 . 0 2  
7.35 
2.21 
0.74 
0 . 0 0  
0.74 
0 . 0 0  
100.00 
N 
6 
66 
14 
6 
3 
4 
100 
6 . 0 0  
6 6 . 0 0  
14.00 
6 . 0 0  
1.00 
0 . 0 0  
3.00 
4.00 
1 0 0 . 0 0  
N 
10 
183 
4 
4 
4.24 
77.55 
24 10.17 
9 3.81 
2 0.85 
0 . 0 0  
1.69 
1.69 
236 100.00 
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percentage was observed for the experimental group than the 
control group. About ten percent (10.17%) of the partici­
pants identified working on farms other than the home farm 
as their primary SOE. The high percentage of farm based 
SOE program was expected due to the large percent of farm 
operations in Iowa. Students frequently delay selection of 
off-farm agribusiness placement type SOE until their senior 
year of high school. Ten students did not respond to this 
item. 
The data in Table 5 show occupational plans of students 
in categories. Slightly more than 50 percent (52.97%) 
planned to become self-employed in production agriculture. 
Many students in Iowa still perceive production agriculture 
as a viable occupational choice. Almost 25 percent (22.00%) 
of the control group compared to eleven percent (11.76%) of 
the experimental group planned to work in agribusiness 
occupations. Approximately 15 percent (15.25%) of the total 
group was undecided about their occupational plans. The SOE 
packet was designed to help students plan ways to make an 
entry into agricultural occupations through SOE programs 
(Williams, 1977b). 
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Table 5. Occupational plans of students by treatment group 
Occupational Treatment Group 
Plans Experimental 
(N=136) 
Control 
(N=100) 
1 u La J. 
N=236) 
N 1 N % N i 
Missing cases 2 1.47 0 0.00 2 0. 85 
Production agri­
culture (own) 79 58.09 46 46.00 125 52. 97 
Agribusiness 16 11.76 22 22.00 38 16. 10 
Non-agriculture 19 13.97 16 16.00 35 14. 83 
Undecided 20 14.71 16 16.00 36 15. 25 
Total 136 100.00 100 100.00 236 100. 00 
Table 6 describes the immediate educational plans upon 
graduation of the students. About one-half (51.28%) of the 
total sample planned to enroll for post high school educa­
tion. Students who plan to become self-employed comprised 
20.34 percent of the sample. Forty-eight of the 236 
students aspired to work for themselves. Students who plan 
to get a full-time job represented approximately 17.37 per­
cent of the sample. Forty-one of the 236 students planned 
to pursue this as an end. The SOE packet focused on ways 
and means for students to become involved in agricultural 
activities that may lead to self-employment (Williams, 1977b). 
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Table 6. Post high school plans of students by treatment 
group 
Post Hish Treatment Group Total 
c ^  1 Experimental Control 
School Plans (N=136) CN=100) (N=236) 
N i N % N % 
Missing cases 1 0 .74 0 0 .00 1 0.42 
Attend community 
college or area 
vocational tech­
nical school 
36 26 .47 38 38 .00 74 31.36 
Attend 4-year 
college or 
university 
29 21 .32 18 18 .00 47 19.92 
Become self-
employed 27 19 .85 21 21 .00 48 20.34 
Get a full-time 
j ob 25 18 .38 16 16 .00 41 17.37 
Others 18 13 .24 7 7 .00 2 5  10.59 
Total 136 100 .00 100 100 .00 236 100.00 
In summary, this sample of Iowa vocational agriculture 
students had the following characteristics: 
1. Ninety-five percent of the students were enrolled 
in their third (junior) year of vocational agricul­
ture . 
2. Ninety percent of the students had at least three 
years membership in the FFA. 
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3. Approximately ninety-eight percent (97.88%) of the 
students had been involved in at least one type of 
SOE program. 
4. The majority of students participated in animal and 
crop type SOE programs. 
5. The majority of students indicated animal and/or 
crop ownership projects as their primary SOE. 
6. Fifty percent of the students plan to become self-
employed in production agriculture as their occupa­
tion. 
7. About one-half of the total group planned to enroll 
for post high school education. 
Description and Analyses of Iowa Students' 
Economic Worth Factors 
The Involvement in Agriculture Inventory was used to 
determine the extent students were involved in various agri­
cultural activities. The number and percent of students 
with breeding livestock by treatment group are reported in 
Table 7. Approximately 39 percent (39.83%) of the sample had 
sows and bred gilts as part of their SOE. This was to be 
expected since the literature indicated Iowa was the leading 
state in swine production. Approximately twice as many stu­
dents in the experimental group (8.90%) compared to the 
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Table 7. Number and Jîercent of students involved in 
breeding livestock by treatment group 
Type of 
Livestock 
Treatment Group 
Experimental 
CN=136) 
Control 
(N=100) 
Total 
(N=236) 
1 N^ N^ % 
Beef cows 21 8 .90 10 4 .24 31 13 14 
Beef heifers 20 8 47 11 4 66 31 13 14 
Beef bulls 8 3 39 3 1 27 11 4 66 
Dairy cows(milking) 4 1 69 3 1 .27 7 2 97 
Dairy heifers 5 2 12 4 1 69 9 3. 81 
Dairy bulls 1 0 42 3 1 27 4 1 69 
Sows or bred gilts 54 22 88 40 16 95 94 39 83 
Boars 16 6 78 16 6 78 32 13. 56 
Ewes 12 5 08 13 5 51 25 10 59 
Rams 7 2 97 8 3 39 15 6 36 
Mares 3 1 27 2 0 85 5 2 12 
Studs 2 0 85 0 0 00 2 0 85 
Nanny (goats) 1 0 42 0 0 00 1 0 42 
Billy(goats) 1 0 42 0 0 00 1 0 42 
Turkeys(laying) 1 0 42 0 0 .00 1 0 42 
Laying hens 3 1 27 1 0 42 4 1 69 
Other 4 1 69 3 1 27 7 2 97 
^Numbers reported do not equal to number of participants 
in the study because many students had more than one type of 
breeding livestock SOE. 
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control group (4.24%) had beef cows. About 10 percent of 
respondents had ewes as a part of their SOE program. 
Table 8 depicts the mean, standard deviation, number 
and percent of breeding livestock owned by students who had 
various types of breeding livestock by treatment group. 
Considering only students who had sows and gilts, the 
control group had a mean of 9.63 sows and bred gilts 
compared to 6.63 for the experimental group, constituting 
about 44 percent (44.07%) of the total animals in the large 
animal category. Nearly one-fourth (23.55%) of the large 
animal category consist of ewes. Students possessed 397 ewes 
averaging 14.69 animals for the control group and 17.17 
animals for the experimental group. About 24 percent 
(23.55%) of the large animal category consist of beef 
animals. Beef cows owned by students contributed about 
eleven percent (11.45%) of the large animal category with 
the mean for the experimental (6.24) and the mean for the 
control group (6.20). Laying hens comprised about 77 per­
cent (77.74%) of the small animal category. The students 
indicated pheasants and rabbits as the greater portion of 
animals in the small animal category "others" which 
accounted for about 22 percent (21.94%) of the small 
animal category. 
Table 8. Mean, standard deviation, number and percent of breeding live­
stock owned by treatment group 
Breeding 
Livestock 
Category 
Treatment Group 
Experimental 
Total 
Control 
Large Animals Meanf 
S.D> N il 
Mean^ 
S.D.b N 
C 
1 
Meanf 
S.D.u N i! 
Beef cows 6. 9. 
24 
15 131 7 .77 
6 
7 
.20 
.98 62 3, .68 
6 
8 
.23 
. 66 193 11. 45 
Beef heifers 7. 13. 
65 
40 153 9 .07 
2 
2 
.82 
.68 31 1, 84 
5 
11 
.94 
.03 184 10, .91 
Beef bulls 2. 1. 
00 
77 16 0 .94 
1 
0 
.33 
.58 4 0, .24 
1 
1 
.82 
.54 20 1, ,19 
Dairy cows 
(milking) 
7. 
4. 
00 
08 28 1 .66 
2 
2 
.33 
.31 7 0. 42 
5 
4 
.00 
.04 35 2. 08 
Dairy heifers 4. 2. 
ol
i-
l 
22 1 .30 2 0 
.00 
.82 8 0, .47 
3 
2 
.33 
.29 30 1, ,78 
Dairy bulls 3. 0. 
00 
00 3 0 .18 
1 
1 
.67 
.15 5 0. 30 
2 
1 
.00 
.15 8 0. ,47 
Sows and bred 
gilts 
6. 
5. 
63 
46 358 21 .23 
9 
8 
.63 
.88 385 22, .84 
7 
7 
.90 
.23 743 44. ,07 
Boars 1. 1. 
50 
26 24 1 .42 
1 
0 
.31 
.48 21 1, .25 
1 
0 
.41 
.95 45 2, ,67 
Ewes 17. 17. 
17 
01 206 12 .22 
14 
19 
.69 
.82 191 11, .33 
15 
18 
.88 
.88 397 23, ,55 
Rams 1. 0. 
29 
49 9 0 .53 
1 
0 
.38 
.74 11 0. 65 
1 
0 
.33 
.62 20 1. 19 
Mares 
Studs 
Nanny (goat) 
Billy(goat) 
Sub-total 
Small Animals 
Turkeys(laying) 
Laying hens 
Others 
Sub-total 
1 .  3 3  
0 .  5 8  
1 .  0 0  
0 .  0 0  
2 .  0 0  
0 .  0 0  
1 .  0 0  
0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
2 4 0 0 . 0 0  
3 9 8 3 . 7 2  
5 0 1 . 7 5  
9 9 8 . 8 3  
4  0 . 2 4  
2 0.12 
2 0.12 
1 0.06 
9 5 9  5 6 . 8 6  
3 0  0 . 3 2  
7 2 0 0  7 7 . 5 8  
2 0 0 7  2 1 . 6 3  
9 2 3 7  9 9 . 5 3  
1  o
 
o
 
0  o
 
o
 
0  
o
 
o
 0  . 0 0  
0  . 0 0  
0  
o
 
o
 
0  
o
 
o
 0  
o
 
o
 
0  
o
 
o
 0  o
 
o
 
1 5  
o
 
o
 0  . 0 0  
9  . 6 7  
1 1 . 5 5  
2 
0 
0 
0 
7 2 7  
0 
1 5  
2 9  
4 4  
0 . 1 2  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
4 3 . 1 4  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 1 6  
1  . 2 0  
0  L
O 
1  
O
 
o
 0  
o
 
o
 
2  
o
 
o
 |o o
 
o
 
1  
o
 
o
 
0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
3 5 5 0 . 0 0  
4 8 7 9 . 0 4  
0 . 4 7  
6  0 . 3 6  
2  0 . 1 1  
2  0 . 1 1  
1 0.06 
1686 100.00 
3 0  
7 2 1 5  
0-31 753]?0 2036 
9 2 8 1  
0 . 3 2  
7 7 . 7 4  
2 1 . 9 4  
1 0 0 . 0 0  
Mean for only students who had that type of breeding livestock. 
^Standard deviation for only students who had that type of breeding livestock, 
''Percent of sub-total for large and small animal categories for combined 
groups. 
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Student involvement with market livestock is revealed 
in Table 9. Data indicate that approximately 33 percent 
(32.63%) of the sample had market hogs and 22 percent (22.03%) 
had feeder pigs as a part of their SOE. More than twice as 
many students in the experimental group (8.47%) as in the control 
group (4.24%) were involved in producing one-year old beef 
steers, accounting for about 13 percent (12.71%) of the total 
sample. About six percent (6.36%) of the sample produced two-
year old beef steers. 
Swine enterprise consists of the greater portion of 
large market animals owned as indicated in Table 10. When 
only students who had feeder pigs were considered, the 
experimental group averaged about 84 (83.93) feeder pigs and 
the control group averaged about 46 (45.75) feeder pigs. 
Feeder pigs produced by both experimental and control group 
comprised about 39 percent (38.93%) of the total large 
market livestock owned. The mean for market hogs owned was 
74.08 for the control group and 48.29 for the experimental 
group, accounting for over one-half (53.33%) of the total 
large animal category of market livestock. Hence, swine 
accounted for approximately 92 percent (92.26%) of market 
livestock owned. Animals classified as "others" comprised 
about 80 percent (79.96%) of small animal category. 
Broilers accounted for the remaining 20 percent (20.04%) of 
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Table 9. Number and percent of students involved in 
market livestock by treatment group 
Market Livestock '"gZtr.l 
^^*sses (N=136) (N=100) (N=236) 
% i i 
Dairy heifers 0 0.00 1 0.42 1 0.42 
Dairy calves 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Dairy steers 4 1.69 2 0.85 6 2.54 
Beef feeder calves 16 6.78 7 2.97 23 9.75 
Beef steers, 1 year 20 8.47 10 4.24 30 12.71 
Beef steers, 2 year 10 4.24 5 2.12 15 6.36 
Pigs, feeders 28 11.86 24 10.17 52 22.03 
Hogs, market 38 16.10 39 16.53 77 32.63 
Lambs, feeder 3 1.27 2 0.85 5 2.12 
Lambs, market 6 2.54 6 2.54 12 5.08 
Colts(horses) 1 0.42 0 0.00 1 0.42 
Kids(goats) 1 0.42 0 0.00 1 0.42 
Broilers 5 2.12 2 0.85 7 2.97 
Turkeys 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Others 6 2.54 2 0.85 8 3.39 
^Number of observations and percentages are not additive 
as students may have participated in more than one class of 
market livestock. 
this category. Surprisingly, the data revealed that none 
of the students chose turkeys for market as a type of SOE. 
Literature indicated the turkey industry in Iowa was 
increasing in scope. 
Table 10. Mean, standard deviation, number and percent of market livestock 
owned by treatment group 
Market Live­
stock Category 
Treatment Control Total 
Experimental Control 
Large Animals Meanf 
STDT^ 
N Meanf 
S.D. 
N Mean* 
STDT^ 
N 
Dairy heifers 0.00 0.00 0 0 .00 
1.00 
0.00 1 0 .01 
1.00 
0.00 1 0.01 
Dairy calves 0.00 0.00 0 0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 0 0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 0 0.00 
Dairy steers 2.00 1.15 8 0 .09 
2.00 
0.00 4 0 .05 
2.00 
0.89 12 0.14 
Beef feeder 
calves 
7.25 
8.15 116 1 .31 
7.14 
7.73 50 0 .56 
7.22 
7.85 166 1.87 
Beef steers, 
1 year 
3.55 
3.05 71 0 .80 
7.00 
10.50 70 0 .79 
4.70 
6.56 141 1.59 
Beef steers, 
2 years 
9.00 
11.75 90 1 .02 
8.60 
2.70 43 0 .49 
8.87 
9.53 133 1.50 
Pigs, feeder 83.93 103.55 2350 26 .53 
45.75 
53.73 1098 12 .39 
66.31 
85.72 3448 38.93 
Hogs, market 48.29 61.43 1835 20 .72 
74.08 
111.78 2889 32 .61 
61.35 
90.85 4724 53.33 
Lambs, 
Feeder 
8.00 
6.00 24 0 .27 
30.00 
14.14 60 0 .68 
16.80 
14.60 84 0.95 
Lambs, 
Market 
19.33 
19.39 116 1 .31 
5.17 
5.12 31 0 .35 
12.25 
15.41 147 1.66 
Colts (horses) 
Kids(goats) 
Sub-total 
Small Animals 
Broilers 
Turkeys 
Others 
Sub-total 
1 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
1 . 0 0  
ïïnrD" 
1 6 2 . 2 0  
1 7 4 . 2 7  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
8 3 5 . 1 7  
1 3 0 5 . 3 6  
1 
1 
4 6 1 2  
811 
0 
5 0 1 1  
5 8 2 2  
0 . 0 1  
0 . 0 1  
5 2 . 0 7  
1 2 . 8 9  
0 . 0 0  
7 9 . 6 4  
9 2 . 5 3  
0  . 0 0  
0  . 0 0  
0  . 0 0  
0  . 0 0  
2 2 5  . 0 0  
2 4 7  . 4 9  
0  
O
 
o
 0  o
 
o
 
1 0  . 0 0  
0 
0 
4 2 4 6  
4 5 0  
0 
20  
4 7 0  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
4 7 . 9 3  
7 . 1 5  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 3 2  
7 . 4 7  
1.00 
0 . 0 0  
1.00 
mnr 
1 8 0 . 1 4  
1 7 7 . 1 8  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
6 2 8 . 8 8  
1 1 6 7 . 5 0  
1  0 . 0 1  
1  0 . 0 1  
8 8 5 8  1 0 0 . 0 0  
1 2 6 1  2 0 . 0 4  
0  0 . 0 0  
5 0 3 1  7 9 . 9 6  
6 2 9 2  1 0 0 . 0 0  
a. 
group. 
Mean for only students who had that type of market livestock. 
'standard deviation for only students who had that type of market livestock. 
Percent of sub-total for large and small animal categories for combined 
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Table 11 describes the response of students according 
to placement with paid labor by treatment group. The place­
ment categories of farm and custom work may be combined and 
referred to as "on-farm experience." School farm (live­
stock), school farm (crops), school greenhouse, and school 
shop may be categorized as "school facilities." Agribusiness 
may be considered as "off-farm agriculture," while non-agri­
business and others may be classified as "non-agriculture" 
placement. Approximately 55 percent (55.51%) of the students 
indicated they had received pay for experience gained through 
on-farm placement. Approximately five percent (5.07%) 
received pay for work that used school facilities. The lack 
of land laboratories may account for the low percentage in 
the school facilities category. Many students do not apply 
for work experience in off-farm business until their senior 
year in school which may account for the low percent (5.08%) 
in the off-farm agriculture category. About six percent 
(5.93%) received pay for services rendered in the non-agri­
culture category. 
Mean, standard deviation, number and percent of paid 
hours of labor by placement category and treatment group 
are revealed in Table 12. Using the same categorical combina­
tion as mentioned previously, data indicate that the experi­
mental group obtained about 45 percent (44.98%) and the 
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Table 11. Number and percent of students with paid labor by-
placement and treatment group 
Category (N=136) (N=100) (N=236) 
N i N % N % 
Farm 52 22.03 47 19.92 99 41.95 
School farm 
(livestock) 1 0.42 1 0.42 2 0.84 
School farm(crops) 3 1.27 3 1.27 6 2.54 
School greenhouse 0 0.00 1 0.42 1 0.42 
School shop 1 0.42 2 0.85 3 1.27 
Agribusiness 6 2.54 6 2.54 12 5.08 
Non-agribusiness 4 1.69 3 1.27 ' 7 2.96 
Custom work 23 9.75 9 3.81 32 13.56 
Others 5 2.12 2 0.85 7 2.97 
Total* 95 40.24 74 31.35 169 71.59 
Total does not equal sample because many participants 
did not have work experience SOE while others had more than 
one type. 
control group obtained approximately 30 percent (30.431) of 
paid hours labor through on-farm experience. Approximately 
eleven percent (11.04%) of the total hours were received 
through non-agriculture related experience, which may suggest 
that instruction might be improved concerning placement in 
agriculture related occupations. 
Table 12. Mean, standard deviation, number and percent of paid hours 
labor by placement and treatment group' 
Placement Treatment Group 
Category Experimental Control 
Mean N Mean N Mean N 
S .D. S .D. S .D. 
Farm 284 394 
. 06 
.41 14771 36, .95 
230 
270 
.55 
.01 10836 27. 11 
258 
340 
.66 
.43 25607 64, .06 
School farm 
(livestock) 
60 
0 
o
 o
 
o
 o
 
60 0. ,15 200 0 
.00 
.00 200 0. ,50 
130 
98 
.00 
.99 260 0, .65 
School farm 
(crops) 
4 
0 
.67 
.58 14 0, ,04 
85 
100 
.33 
.92 256 0. ,64 
45 
77 
.00 
.63 270 0. 68 
School 
Greenhouse 
0 
0 o
 o
 
o
 o
 
0 0. ,00 30 0 
o
lo o
 o
 
30 0, ,08 30 0 
.00 
.00 30 0, .07 
School shop 200 0 
.00 
.00 200 0, ,50 
46 
61 
.50 
.52 93 0. ,23 
97 
Ô8 
.67 
.72 293 0, .73 
Agri­
business 
388 
470 
.50 
.73 2331 5, ,83 
372 
329 
.50 
.93 2235 5, .59 
380 
387 
.50 
.65 4566 11, .42 
Non-Agri-
business 
511 
348 
.25 
.24 2045 5. ,12 
180 
217 
.33 
.00 541 1. ,35 
369 
328 
.43 
.25 2586 6. 47 
Custom work 139 271 
.57 
.77 3210 8. 03 
147 
139 
.44 
.38 1327 3. ,32 
141 
23Ô 
.78 
.67 4537 11. 35 
Others 299 154 
.20 
.80 1496 3, ,74 
164 
198 
o
lo 
329 0. ,82 260 163 
.71 
.04 1825 4. 57 
Total 24127 60, .36 15847 39. ,64 39974 100. 00 
^Percentage of total hours labor for combined group. 
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Williams (1977a) when analyzing data pertaining to 
students by type of SOE, categorized students with super­
vised exploratory experience program obtained by inter­
viewing and observing employees in agribusiness firms as 
the "responsibility SOE group." Table 13 indicates about 
54 percent (54.24%) of the sample might be classified in 
the "responsibility SOE group." About 18 percent (17.791) 
of the experimental group and ten percent (10.17%) of the 
control group provided labor with no monetary returns in 
the on-farm experience category. The SOE agreement between 
parent/owner and student might account for the 28 percent 
(27.96%) of the sample in this category. Approximately 
23 percent (22.88%) of the sample provided labor using 
school facilities without pay, while less than five percent 
(1.7%) provided labor without pay in the non-agriculture 
related category. 
Table 14 indicates that approximately 84 percent 
of the unpaid hours was attributed to on-farm experience. 
Use of school facilities accounted for about eleven percent 
(11.17%) of the unpaid hour and less than two percent 
(1.33%) in non-agricultural related occupations. Lee (1980) 
described students who do not own or receive pay from their 
experience activities and who use laboratory facilities to 
replicate work situations found in agriculture industry as 
participating in "simulated SOE." 
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Table 13. Number and percent of students with unpaid labor 
by placement and treatment group 
PI—' "'CtT.! .^tai 
(N=136) (N=100) (N=236) 
N i N % N i 
Farm 36 15.25 21 8 .90 57 24. 15 
School 
stock) 
farm (live- 2 0.85 3 1 .27 5 2. 12 
School farm (crops) 13 5.51 12 5 .08 25 10. 59 
School greenhouse 1 0.42 1 0 .42 2 0. 85 
School shop 11 4.66 11 4 . 66 22 9. 32 
Agribusiness 2 0.85 2 0 .85 4 1. 69 
Non-agribusiness 1 0.42 1 0 .42 2 0. 85 
Custom work 6 2.54 3 1 .27 9 3. 81 
Other 1 0.42 1 0 .42 2 0. 85 
Total^ 73 30.93 55 23 .31 128 54. 24 
^Total does not equal sample because many participants 
did not have work experience SOE. 
Table 14. 
Placement 
Mean, standard deviation, number and percent of unpaid 
hours labor by treatment group 
Experimental 
Treatment Group 
Control Total 
Mean 
Farm 
School farm 
(livestock) 
School farm 
(crops) 
School 
greenhouse 
School shop 
Agri­
business 
Non-agri­
business 
Custom work 
Others 
Total 
s .  D. 
2 1 2 .  6 4  
2 9 3 .  8 8  
4 0 .  0 0  
2 8 .  28 
7 .  4 6  
5 .  1 7  
1 .  0 0  
0 .  0 0  
43. 9 1  
5 9 .  1 2  
2 5 0 .  0 0  
7 0 ,  7 1  
6 0 ,  0 0  
0 ,  0 0  
6 9 .  8 3  
9 6 .  7 9  
1 0 0 .  0 0  
0 . 0 0  
N 
7655 
80 
97 
1 
483 
500 
6 0  
419 
100 
9395 
60.58 
0.63 
0.77 
0.01 
3.82 
3.96 
0.47 
3.32 
0.79 
74.35 
Mean 
S.D. 
107.71 
2 1 8 . 2 6  
5.00 
4  . 3 6  
2 6  . 5 8  
5 6  . 1 0  
1 0  
o
 
o
 0  . 0 0  
3 7  . 8 2  
3 3  0
0 o
 
0  . 0 0  
0  
o
 
o
 
3  
o
 
o
 
0 . 0 0  
73.33 
109.31 
6 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
N Mean 
2262 17.90 
15 0.12 
319 2.52 
1 0.01 
416 3.29 
0  0 . 0 0  
3 0.02 
220 1.74 
6 0.05 
3242 25.65 
s  . D .  
1 7 3  00
 
2 7 1  . 2 9  
1 9  . 0 0  
2 4  . 0 2  
1 6  . 6 4  
3 0  . 3 8  
5  . 5 0  
F  . 3 6  
4 0  . 8 6  
4 6  . 8 5  
2 5 0  . 0 0  
7 0  . 7 1  
3 1  . 5 0  
4 0  . 3 1  
7 1  
o
 
o
 9 3  . 5 6  
5 3  
O
 
O
 
66.47 
N 
9917 
95 
416 
2 
899 
500 
63 
639 
106 
12637 
78.48 
0.75 
3.29 
0 . 0 2  
7.11 
3.96 
0.49 
5.06 
0.84 
100.00 
Percentage of total unpaid hours for combined group, 
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The number and percent of students involved in crops 
harvested is presented in Table 15. Thirty-seven of the 
236 students in the sample produced corn for grain as their 
SOE, accounting for approximately 16 percent (15.68%) of 
the sample. About 35 percent (34.74%) of the 236 students 
raised crops as part of their SOE. Small acreages of 
vegetables accounted for crops harvested for the category 
"others." 
Table 15. Number and percent of students involved in crops 
harvested by treatment group 
Treatment Group Total 
Crops Harvested Experimental Control 
(N=136) (N=100) (N=236) 
N I 1 N 
i N i i 
Corn(grain) 23 9. 75 14 5, .93 37 15, .68 
Corn(silage) 2 0, ,85 0 0 .00 2 0, .85 
Soybeans 12 5, .08 14 5, .93 26 11, .01 
Oats(grain) 7 2, ,97 1 0, .42 8 3, .39 
Oats(silage) 0 0, ,00 1 0 .42 1 0, .42 
Sorghum(grain) 0 0, .00 0 0, .00 0 0, .00 
Sorghum(silage) 0 0, ,00 0 0, .00 0 0, .00 
Alfalfa 3 1, ,27 0 0. 00 3 1, .27 
Mixed hay 2 0, .85 0 0, .00 2 0, .85 
Haylage 1 0, .42 0 0, .00 1 0, .42 
Others 2 0, .85 0 0, .00 2 0, .85 
Total* 52 22, ,04 30 12, .70 82 34, .74 
^Total does not equal N because many participants did 
not have crops as their SOE enterprise. 
70 
Table 16 reveals that students with corn (grain) as 
their SOE, harvested an average of about 25 acres (25.24), 
accounting for about 43 percent (43.38%) of the total crop 
acres produced by the students. About 31 percent (31.40%) 
of the 2153 total acres of crops produced included 676 
acres of soybeans. 
Research by Williams (1977a) revealed that students 
who planned to farm rated "production of crop products" 
as the ability most developed through their SOE. 
In summary, the extent in which students participated 
in factors related to economic worth follows: 
1. Over 40 percent of the sample owned sows and bred 
gilts as their type of SOE. 
2. Data indicate about eight (7.90) sows and/or bred 
gilts were owned by students who had these types 
of breeding animals. 
3. Approximately 33 percent of the students were 
involved in raising market hogs as part of their 
SOE programs for vocational agriculture. 
4. About 53 percent of the total large market animals 
sold was market hogs. 
5. About 55 percent (55.51%) of the students received 
Table 16. Mean, standard deviation, number and percent of crop acres 
harvested by treatment group 
Crop Acres Treatment Group 
Harvested Experimental Control 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N Ï 
a 
Corn(grain) 27 64 
.30 
.58 628 29, .17 
21 
32 
.86 
.37 306 14, .21 
25 
54 
.24 
.17 934 43 .38 
Corn(silage) 80 28 
.00 
.28 160 7, .43 
0 
0 
o
lo 
o
 o
 
0 0, .00 80 28 
.00 
.28 160 7 .43 
Soybeans 42 84 
.00 
.97 504 23, .41 
12 
15 
.29 
.36 172 7, .99 
26 
59 
.00 
.39 676 31 .40 
Oats(grain) 10 8 
.43 
.42 73 3, .39 
11 
0 o
 o
 
o
 o
 
11 0, .51 10 7 
.50 
.80 84 3 .90 
Oats(silage) 0 0 
o
 o
 
o
 o
 
0 0, .00 5 0 
.00 
.00 5 0, .23 
5 
0 
o
lo o
p
 
5 0 .23 
Sorghum 
(grain) 
0 
0 
o
lo o
 o
 
0 0, .00 0 Û  
o
lo o
 o
 
0 0, .00 0 0 o
 o
 
o
 o
 
0 0 .00 
Alfalfa 38 12 
.67 
.06 116 5, .39 
0 
0 
o
 o
 
o
 o
 
0 0, .00 38 12 
.67 
.06 116 5 .39 
Mixed Hay 13 16 
.50 
.26 17 
,79 0 
0 o
 o
 
o
 o
 
0 0, .00 13 16 
.50 
.26 17 
.79 
Haylage 120 0 
o
 o
 
o
 o
 
120 5, .57 0 0 
o
 o
 
o
 o
 
0 0, .00 120 0 
o
 o
 
o
 o
 
120 5 .57 
Others 20 27. 
.50 
.58 41 1 .90 
0 
0 
o
 o
 
o
 o
 
0 0, .00 20 27 
.50 
.58 41 1 .90 
Total 1659 77, .05 494 22 .94 2153 99 .99^ 
^Percentage of total crop acres harvested. 
.01 error due to rounding. 
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pay for experience gained through on-farm placement 
accounting for 75 percent (75.41%) of the total 
paid labor hours. 
6. Over one-half (54.25%) of the sample provided labor 
with no monetary compensation. 
7. About 35 percent (34.74%) of the 236 students 
participated in crop enterprises as their SOE 
choice. 
8. Corn (grain) and soybeans accounted for about 75 
percent (74.78%) of the total crop acres harvested. 
Comparison of Mean Dollar Value 
of Economic Worth Factors 
The dollar value of breeding livestock, market live­
stock, hours employed and acres of crops harvested during 
the 1979 calendar year were used to measure the students' 
supervised occupational experience programs economic worth. 
Values for each livestock enterprise were derived from 
average market weights and prices for 1979. Animal unit 
values used in this study are shown in Appendix F for 
breeding livestock and poultry, while Appendix G reveals the 
value of market livestock and poultry. Appendix H reveals 
unit values derived from average yield per acre and average 
price per unit of crops harvested for the 1979 calendar 
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year. Average labor cost per hour for Iowa in 1979 is 
presented in Appendix I. 
Table 17 indicates cell means according to treatment 
group and teacher stability. Data reveal that the mean 
dollar value for the experimental group (15,385.89) is 
1,095.99 dollars greater than the control group (14,289.90). 
Difference in value attributed to teacher stability for 
the experimental group is 3055.01 dollars favoring the 
students with teacher change since the initial study 
conducted by Briers (1978). Similarly, the control group 
difference of 2541.10 dollar favored teacher change. How­
ever, the experimental group mean value of economic factors 
for different teacher revealed a difference of 804.95 dollars 
compared to the control group. Likewise, a difference of 
291.04 dollars tends to favor the experimental group versus 
the control group for the same teacher. 
Table 17 summarizes the results from statistical tests 
for significant differences that are presented in detail in 
Tables 18-25 along with hypotheses testing. 
Table 17. Cell means for effect of teacher stability for 
economic factors 
Cell Means fPollars') 
Economic Factors Experimental Control 
Same Changed Same Changed 
Breeding livestock 2147 .48 2691 .36 1567 .04 1823. 43 
Market livestock 4960. 53 2738 .02 4424 .61 6234. 82 
Sub-total breeding 
and market live­
stock 7108 .01 5429 .38 5991 .65 8058. 25 
Crops harvested 740 .58 5850 .25 1007 .96 1618. 93 
Sub-total live­
stock and crops 7848 .59 11279 .63 6999 .61 9677. 18 
Hours paid labor 464 .33 632 .18 441 .83 561. 75 
Total livestock, 
crops and hours 
paid labor 6165 .44 9220 .45 5874 .40 8415. 50 
Significant at .05. 
7 5  
Significance of Effects 
Experimental Treatment 
Vs Control Stability stability 
ns ns ns 
ns ns * 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
* 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
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Relationship Between Teacher Stability 
and Students' Mean Economic Factor Value 
The effect of teacher stability on students' economic 
value was determined according to change of vocational agri­
culture teacher in high school since the Briers (1978) exper­
iment. Fifteen teachers who participated in the Briers 
(1978) experiment were not found in their respective schools 
at the time this study was conducted (Appendix C). Eight of 
the original teachers had left schools assigned to the 
experimental treatment group. Seven teachers had left 
control treatment schools. 
The null hypotheses postulated for this study and tested 
using analysis of variance were: 
H^l: There is no significant difference between the 
experimental and control group economic factor 
means. 
H^2: There is no significant relationship between 
teacher stability and economic factor means. 
H^3: There is no significant relationship between the 
use of the SOE instructional packet and teacher 
stability and the economic factor means. 
Analysis of variance was used to test for relationship 
between experimental variables (SOE packet and teacher 
stability). Results of the analysis of variance are shown 
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in Table 18 through Table 25. The tabular F-value with 
which the calculated F statistics were compared was 
^4,232,.05 ^ 2.37. 
Data reveal that there is no significant difference 
among group means for the economic factors. Thus , the null 
hypothesis (H^l) was not rejected for the lack of evidence. 
Table 18. ANOVA for effect of SOE packet and teacher 
stability on dollar value& of breeding livestock 
Source d.f. SS MS F 
Among groups 1 2616 .69 2616 .69 1 .42 
Among stability 1 798 .72 798 .72 0 .43 
Interaction 1 103 .51 103 .51 0 .06 
Error 232 427366 .06 1842 .1 
Total 235 430884 .98 
^Values rounded to thousands (1000) of dollars. 
Table 19. ANOVA for effect of SOE packet and teacher 
stability on dollar value^ of market livestock 
Source d.f. SS MS F 
Among groups 1 10934 .48 10934 .48 1. 51 
Among stability 1 211 .84 211 .84 0. 29 
Interaction 1 20288 .77 20288 .77 2. 79* 
Error 232 1682229 .1 7250 .99 
Total 235 1713664 .19 
^Values rounded to thousands (1000) of dollars. 
Significant at .05. 
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Table 20. ANOVA for effect of SOE packet and teacher 
stability on dollar value& for breeding and 
market livestock 
Source d.f. SS MS F 
Among groups 1 2853, ,11 2853, ,11 0.27 
Among stability 1 187. ,49 187, .49 0.02 
Interaction 1 15886, .56 15886, .56 
Error 232 2410012. ,9 10387, .99 
Total 235 2428940. ,1 
^Values rounded to thousands (1000) of dollars. 
The 3.04 F-value in Table 21 was significant at the 
.05 level indicating that a significant relationship exist 
between dollar value of crops harvested and teacher 
stability, so the null hypothesis (H^2) was rejected for the 
economic factor-crops harvested. 
Table 21. ANOVA for effect of SOE packet and teacher 
stability on dollar valued of crops harvested 
Source d.f. SS MS F 
Among groups 1 19610. 19 19610 .19 1.46 
Among stability 1 40832. 56 40832 .56 3.04* 
Interaction 1 25280. 77 25280 .77 1.88 
Error 232 3116790. 2 13434 .44 
Total 235 3202513. 72 
^Values rounded to thousands (1000) of dollars 
Significant at .05. 
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Table 22. ANOVA for effect of SOE packet and teacher 
stability on dollar valued of livestock and crops 
Source d.f. SS MS F 
Among groups 1 7503 .36 7503 .36 0.30 
Among stability 1 46559 .97 46559 .97 1.86 
Interaction 1 707 .63 707 .63 0.03 
Error 232 5798161 .5 5798161 .5 
Total 235 5852932 .46 
^Values rounded to thousands (1000) of dollars. 
Table 23. ANOVA for effect of SOE packet and teacher sta­
bility on dollar value* of hours paid labor 
Source d.f. SS MS F 
Among groups 1 11, .03 11, .03 0. 13 
Among stability 1 103. 51 103, .51 1, .23 
Interaction 1 1230, .77 1230, .77 1. 47 
Error 232 19596, .75 84. 47 
Total 235 20942, ,06 
^Values rounded to thousands (1000) of dollars. 
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Table 24. ANOVA for effect of SOE packet and teacher 
stability on total valued of livestock, crops 
and hours paid labor 
Source d.f. SS MS F 
Among groups 1 1499. 12 1499 .12 0.07 
Among stability 1 39081. 39 39081 .39 1.77 
Interaction 1 622 . 37 622 .37 0.03 
Error 232 5121608. 4 22075 .9 
Total 235 5162811. 28 
^Values rounded to thousands (1000) of dollars. 
Table 25. ANOVA for effect of SOE packet and teacher sta­
bility on total dollar value& of non-paid labor 
Source d.f. SS MS F 
Among groups 1 3, .91 3. ,91 0, ,05 
Among stability 1 14, ,03 14, ,03 0, .19 
Interaction 1 0, ,25 0, ,25 0, .003 
Error 232 16941, ,7 73, ,02 
Total 235 16959, ,89 
^Values rounded to thousands (1000) of dollars. 
The third hypothesis basically implies: Does the SOE 
packet and teacher stability effect the mean value of the 
economic factors? Since only one economic factor, market 
livestock, yielded a significant F-value for interaction, 
the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
In a similar study, Jones (1980) did not find a signif­
icant relationship between teacher stability and students' 
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agricultural knowledge achievement. The findings may be 
due to the continuous learning mode that is incorporated in 
SOE. Furthermore, the learning situation was focused on 
the student rather than teacher. Teacher replacement did 
not affect the learning process that was previously-
established. Parents involvement may have helped counteract 
teacher replacement through their involvement with students' 
SOE programs. 
Comparison of Students' Net Worth 
Means and standard deviation for net worth of partici­
pants by treatment group are shown in Table 26. The 
experimental group students' net worth was approximately 
377.60 dollars more than the control group students when 
they enrolled in vocational agriculture classes. At the 
beginning of the 1980 calendar year, the experimental 
group net worth was 563.63 dollars greater than the control 
group net worth. An increase in net worth of 2236.41 
occurred with students subjected to the SOE packet compared 
to 2050.38 dollar increase for the control group. 
The hypothesis postulated for evaluating the effects 
of the treatment on total net worth was: 
HQ4: There is no significant difference between the 
experimental and control group 1980 net worth. 
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Table 26. Means and standard deviation for net worth of 
participants by treatment group 
Treatment Beginning 
of 1978 
Beginning 
of 1980 
Experimental 
Control 
Mean 
S.D. 
2455.41 
3569.64 
2077.81 
4057.27 
N 
136 
100 
Mean 
S.D. 
4691.82 
8687.29 
4128.19 
6676.62 
N 
136 
100 
The data presented in Table 27 failed to detect a 
difference in net worth means, thus the null hypothesis was 
not rejected. 
Table 27. ONE-WAY ANOVA for SOE net worth* 1980 
Source Of Degrees Sum Mean F 
Variation Of Of Squares Values 
Freedom Squares 
Between groups 2 18.307 9.1536 0.00 
Error 233 14716818.22 63162.31 
Total 235 14716836.52 
^Presented in thousands (1000) . 
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CHAPTER V. 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
Supervised occupational experience (SOE) is widely 
recognized as one of the methods of instruction used in 
vocational agriculture programs. SOE is "learning by doing" 
in the field of agriculture. Research and practice have 
substantiated benefits that accrue to students, teachers, 
parents and the community as a result of SOE. However, the 
benefits from SOE may be greater if specific material and 
teaching methods were available for teachers to use in 
helping students select and plan their SOE. 
Williams (1977b) recognized the problems confronting 
SOE programs and sought to eliminate them in part through 
the development of an SOE instructional packet. The 
instructional packet was developed to assist beginning 
vocational agriculture teachers in working with students to 
select and plan SOE programs. The packet was tested by 
Briers (1978) under experimental conditions, and was found 
to increase student knowledge about SOE and to promote 
systematic planning of SOE programs. Briers (1978) 
summarized his research procedure as follows: 
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The study was conducted during fall semester 
1977, to evaluate the effectiveness of an 
instructional packet on SOE programs for 
beginning vocational agriculture students in 
Iowa. Effectiveness was assessed in terms 
of: (1) student knowledge of SOE, (2) student 
attitude toward SOE, and (3) student planning 
of individual SOE programs. Two treatment 
groups were used: (1) teachers were provided 
the instructional packet and in-service educa­
tion on its use (experimental group) and (2) 
teachers were not allowed access to the 
instructional packet (control group). 
The pretest-posttest control group design was 
used in the study. Pretest measures of: 
(1) student personal and situation variables, 
(2) knowledge of SOE, and (3) student attitude 
toward SOE were collected before the exper­
imental instruction began. At the conclusion 
of this instruction, posttest instruments 
collected information concerning: (1) student 
knowledge of SOE, (2) student attitude toward 
SOE, (3) student planning of their SOE programs, 
and (4) teacher personal, situational, and 
programmatic variables. 
The Briers (1978) research provided a basis for 
follow-up investigations into the effectiveness of the SOE 
instructional packet from other perspectives. Considering 
the assumption that agricultural education should aid in 
the economic development of individuals, this study was 
initiated to determine the long-term effects of the SOE 
packet on the students' economic worth. A posttest only 
experimental design was used with the following objectives: 
1. Identify personal and situational characteristics 
of junior vocational agriculture students in Iowa 
and to describe their SOE programs. 
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2. Determine if significant difference exists between 
scope of students' SOE programs whose teachers used 
the SOE instructional packet as compared to those 
who did not, when evaluated in terms of the 
following economic worth factors: 
a. Breeding livestock owned 
b. Livestock sold or consumed at home 
c. Paid hours worked 
d. Unpaid hours worked 
e. Acres of crops harvested 
3. Determine if a significant relationship exists 
between teacher stability and scope of students' 
SOE programs. 
4. Determine if significant difference existed in the 
net worth of students who used the SOE instruc­
tional packet and those who did not. 
This study was needed to assess the effect of the SOE 
packet on students' economical involvement in agriculture, 
and to study the relationships that exist between teacher 
stability and selected economic factors. 
The data for this study were collected from 236 of the 
388 vocational agriculture students who participated in the 
Briers (1978) study and were presently enrolled in 
vocational agriculture courses. These students came from 
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32 of the 33 schools in the Briers' experiment. Officials 
of one of the experimental schools indicated that they did 
not desire to participate. Hence, there were 16 schools in 
the control group and 16 schools in the experimental group. 
Thus, the control group consisted of 100 students and the 
experimental group included 136 students. 
The Involvement in Agriculture Inventory was developed 
by the project team for the purpose of acquiring personal 
and situational data on participating students (Appendix D). 
The following programs from the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie et al., 1975) were used to 
analyze the data: Frequencies, Chi-square, Analysis of 
Variance and ONE WAY ANOVA. 
Conclusions 
Based upon responses from the 236 students participa­
ting in this study, the following summary of findings are 
presented : 
1. Of the students who enrolled in beginning voca­
tional agriculture classes in Iowa public second­
ary schools in 1977, 60 percent were enrolled in 
a vocational agriculture class two and one-half 
years later (1980). 
2. Ninety-five percent of the respondents in this 
study were enrolled in their third (junior)• year of 
vocational agriculture. 
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3. Ninety percent of the students had at least three 
years of FFA membership. 
4. Approximately 98 percent of the respondents had 
been involved in at least one type of SOE program. 
5. Approximately 90 percent of the students partici­
pated in animal and/or crop type SOE program. 
6. About 77 percent of the students indicated animal 
and/or crop ownership projects as their primary 
SOE. 
7. Over one-half of the students planned to enter 
occupations in production agriculture, while 16 
percent planned to pursue off-farm agricultural 
occupations. About 15 percent of the students 
were undecided about occupational plans. 
8. About one-half of the participants planned to 
enroll for post high school education. Twenty 
percent of the group planned to become self-
employed and 17.37 percent planned to get a full-
time job. 
9. Approximately 40 percent (39.831) of the respond­
ents were involved in swine breeding livestock 
(sows or bred gilts) as their choice of SOE. 
Thirteen percent of the students had beef cows as 
an SOE enterprise. 
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10. Sows and bred gilts constituted about 44 percent 
of the total animals in the large animal livestock 
category, while ewes accounted for 23.55 percent. 
Nearly one-fourth of the breeding livestock was 
attributed to beef cattle. 
11. Market hogs were raised by one-third of the students 
in the experimental and control groups combined. 
Slightly over one-fifth of the students in the total 
sample had feeder pigs. Thirteen percent owned one-
year old beef steers and six percent had two year 
old beef steers. Five percent of the sample was 
involved in producing market lambs. 
12. Over 90 percent of the large animal market live­
stock consisted of swine. Students who had swine 
in the experimental group averaged 83.93 feeder pigs 
compared to 45.75 for students who had swine in the 
control group. Fifty-three percent (53.33%) of the 
large animal category consist of market hogs. 
13. Approximately 55 percent of the respondents 
indicated they had received pay for experience 
involving on-farm placement, while five percent 
received pay for work that utilized school 
facilities. Only five percent received 
experience in off-farm agriculture related 
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occupations and six percent received pay for 
services rendered in non-agriculture related 
areas. 
14. Of the total paid hours of experience reported, 
44.98 percent were obtained by the experimental 
group and 30.43 percent by the control group 
through on-farm placement. Eleven percent of the 
total hours were obtained through non-agriculture 
related experience. 
15. About 54 percent of the sample indicated that they 
engaged in work experiences where they did not 
receive pay as part of their SOE. 
16. About 84 percent of the unpaid hours was in on-farm 
experience, 11.17 percent in school facilities and 
less than two percent in non-agriculture occupa­
tions . 
17. Approximately 35 percent of the sample had owner­
ship in harvested crops. Corn (grain) was raised 
by about 15 percent of the students and soybeans 
by 11 percent. Oats were harvested by 3.39 percent 
of the 236 students. 
18. Corn (grain) accounted for about 43 percent 
(43.38%) of the total crop acres harvested. About 
31 percent of the total crop acres consisted of 
soybeans. 
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19. No significant difference was observed in economic 
involvement in agriculture for students who used 
the SOE packet compared to students who did not use 
the packet. Perhaps the two and one-half years 
between initial use of the packet and the measure 
of economic involvement was not sufficient to allow 
students to become involved in agricultural 
activity. 
20. Analyses of variance indicated that a significant 
relationship existed between teacher stability and 
mean value of crops harvested. No significant 
relationship was found between teacher stability 
and other economic factors studied. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations warrant consideration by 
those responsible for planning, initiating, conducting, 
supervising, evaluating and improving secondary vocational 
agriculture programs in Iowa. 
1. Supervised farming programs should continue as the 
dominate type of SOE for students with aspirations 
to enter farming as an occupation. 
2. SOE programs should contribute to skill development 
for employment or self-employment in agriculture. 
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3. Emphasis should be placed on employment in agri­
business type SOE programs during the students 
junior and senior years. 
4. Occupational guidance should be provided to help 
students choose programs that are appropriate to 
their occupational/career objectives. 
5. Career guidance and educational placement assist­
ance should be provided for students seeking post-
secondary education. 
6. Individualized guidance services should be provided 
for those students who are undecided on an 
occupation. 
7. Since the SOE packet did produce desirable short-
run outcomes in freshmen students (Briers, 1978), 
but failed to do so as measured by student 
economic involvement in agriculture in this 
study, attention should be given to instruction 
that would emphasize systematic and continuous 
development of students' SOE programs during their 
enrollment in vocational agriculture. 
Recommendations for further research 
1. Materials that would encourage vocational agricul­
ture students to select and plan SOE programs that 
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feature part-time agribusiness employment should 
be developed and tested. 
A feasibility study to incorporate off-farm 
entrepreneur education as a part of vocational 
agriculture should be implemented. 
A longitudinal study of the career development of 
the students in this study should be conducted to 
access educational and occupational patterns. 
Means to evaluate the effectiveness of instruc­
tional materials developed for use by other 
educators should be incorporated into the develop­
mental process. 
The effect of vocational agriculture teacher turn­
over on student learning should be investigated. 
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loWfl StCltC iJniVCrSlflj of science ami Technology ||| Ames, Iowa 50011 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
In the Fall of 1977, your department was randomly selected from among 
all Iowa schools offering vocational agriculture to participate in a 
study of the effectiveness of an instructional packet on selecting and 
planning supervised occupational experience (SOE) programs by beginning 
vocational agriculture students. Students listed on the attached sheet 
participated in the study as freshmen. These students are probably 
high school juniors this year. This study involved 444 beginning voca­
tional agriculture students in 33 schools and provided information that 
showed the packet to be an effective educational tool. The research 
resulted in the dissemination of the SOE packet to all Iowa vocational 
agriculture teachers the following year. It has also been disseminated 
and used nationally. 
Based upon the situation and results described above, the Agricultural 
Education Department is initiating a companion study that would involve 
the same schools and students. The project is funded by the Iowa Agri­
cultural Experiment Station to study the involvement of high school 
vocational agriculture students in agriculture. The project would focus 
on the students' supervised occupational experience (SOE) programs and 
related economical, educational, social and psychological factors. 
Special attention will be given to benefits students receive from voca­
tional agriculture SOE programs. 
Since this study is directly related to the content and activities of 
Iowa vocational agriculture programs, I am going directly to the teachers 
involved to request permission to include their vocational agriculture 
programs (students on the attached sheet who are still enrolled in vo­
cational agriculture) in the project. If you would agree to partici­
pate in this project, a person from the Agricultural Education Department 
would visit your school to collect information from you and the selected 
students. The person visiting your school would ask you and the students 
to voluntarily provide information that could be given in approximately 
40-45 minutes (a regular vocational agriculture class in which most of 
the selected students are enrolled). 
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1 feel this project will help your department as well as vocational 
agriculture programs throughout Iowa. Our ultimate goal is to show 
how vocational agriculture students are involved in agriculture and the 
benefits received from such involvement. Please understand that we 
are not evaluating you or your school. All information gathered will 
be reported in group summary form. We would, however, give you sum­
mary feedback on the information given by your students. 
Please discuss the participation of your department in this project 
with your administration. John Jones, Carlton Morris, Russell Haynes, 
or George Shorter will call you in a few days to check on participation 
approval, and, if permission to involve your school is granted, to 
schedule a time for the visit to your school. If you have questions 
in the meantime, call me at 515/294-5872. 
Thank you for your help in this way. 
Sincerely, 
David L. Williams, Professor 
Agricultural Education 
DLW:jch 
Enclosure 
10 3 
loM/fl Stfltc UniVCrSltlj of Science and Technolo Ames, Iowa 50011 
February 19, 1980 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
TO: Teachers In Schools Selected to 
Participate in SOE Follow-up Study 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the SOE follow-up study 
sponsored by the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station and the 
Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State University. 
As we discussed on the phone, I will be at your school at 
gather information from you and the selected students in your 
vocational agriculture department. Some teachers have asked if 
students' record books will be needed. Students may find that 
their record books would be helpful in providing some of the 
information requested. However, record books will not be 
absolutely necessary. 
Thank you for your help, and I look forward to visiting in your 
department. 
Sincerely, 
on to 
George S. Shorter 
Instructor 
GSS/dv 
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loVVÏl StCltC LJniVCrSltlJ of science and Technolo Ames, Iowa 50011 
March 28, 1980 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 315-294-5872 
The research team and I appreciate your cooperation and assistance 
in securing the follow-up information from your students. Please 
express my sincere thanks to the junior class that participated in 
the follow-up study. 
We have been coding data now for the past three weeks and it seems 
that we have a good data base to use in determining the value of 
SOE in Iowa and to use in helping to develop better ways for teachers 
to use SOE for the benefit of their students. 
Thanks again to you and your class for the cooperation and hospitality 
extended to me during my visit. 
Sincerely, 
Georg^/ST Shorter 
Instructor 
GSS:lh 
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General Instructions to Teacher Participants 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this project. While the stu­
dents are providing the information requested from them, teachers in the 
selected schools are asked to provide information using the following two 
forms; 
We believe this project will help vocational agriculture throughout 
Iowa. Our goal is to show how vocational agriculture students are involved 
in agriculture and the benefits they have received from such involvement, 
and to provide teachers an opportunity to express their opinions about their 
work in their school systems. 
Please follow the directions provided on each form. The information 
you provide will be considered confidentially and reported only in group 
summary form. 
n this way. 
David L. Williams 
Professor and Project Director 
Agricultural Education Department 
Iowa State University 
P,S. A copy of the general instruction for student participants is attached 
for your information. Some (or all) of the students may not complete the 
Involvement in Agriculture Inventory during the time allotted for collecting 
the information. If this happens, please direct the students in completing 
the Inventories later and mail them to us in the self-addressed envelope. 
1. Teachers' Demographic Data 
2. The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 
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General Instructions to Student Participants 
Your school has granted permission for the Agricultural Education 
Department at Iowa State University to work with students in this vocational 
agriculture class. We are making a state-wide study of the involvement of 
vocational agriculture students in agriculture and studying related economical, 
educational, social and psychological factors. We believe this project will 
help vocational agriculture throughout Iowa. Our goal is to show how vocational 
agriculture students are involved in agriculture and the benefits they have 
received from such involvement. Your school was randomly selected to parti­
cipate. 
You will be asked some questions about your supervised occupational 
experience (SOE) program. SOE programs may also be called vo-ag projects, 
supervised farming programs, home projects, FFA projects, agriculture place­
ment experience, or similar terms. 
Each student is asked to voluntarily provide information using three 
different forms. (All students will not be asked to complete the same question­
naires — some forms were randomly assigned,) 
Please complete the Agribusiness Achievement Test in your packet first, the 
Work Values Inventory or Self-Esteem Evaluation second, and then the Involvement 
in Agriculture Inventory. If you do not have time to complete the Inventory, 
your Vo-Ag teacher will direct you in finishing it later and then mail it to 
Iowa State University. 
Please follow the directions on each form. The information you provide 
will be considered confidentially and reported only in group summary form. 
Thanlf vnit fny irniiT- nartlcipation in this project. 
David L. Williams 
Professor and Project Director 
Agricultural Education Department 
Iowa State University 
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Experimental Original Replacement 
Treatment Teacher Teacher 
School 
Atlantic R.D. Beaver B.C. Johnk 
Davis County D.S. Shelton 
parmington W.W. Cottrell, Jr. L.R. Burkett 
Guthrie Center N.N. Bradley G.R. Hanna 
Keota D.W. Sprouse 
Knoxville B. Hanna 
Lake City R.E. EngStrom 
Latimer B.L. Umbaugh G.L. Keehn 
Pella J.L. Krug 
Pomeroy A.J. Fiala 
Clay Central D.A. Binder D.B. Klave 
Sigourney T.D. David D.M. Flippin 
Strawberry Point D.G. Miller 
Stuart-Menlo D.R. Wilson 
Terrill S.L. Anderson L.G. Smith 
West Bend R.H. Cast 
Control 
Treatment 
School 
United Community T.D. Kamp J.A. Biagi 
Colo L.J. Stewart T.D. Davis, Jr 
Corydon R.R. Shelton 
Fort Madison G.L. Hayes 
George R.A. Sprague D.L. Childress 
Lone Tree E.J. Miller 
Manson A.S. Halvorsen J.W. Hansen 
Mediapolis J.R. Howell 
Sac City D.R. Miller R.E. Heitz 
St. Ansgar M.H. Hanson T.A. Dudding 
Sheffield R.L. Eichmeier 
Sheldon F.A. VonLoh 
West Branch F.L. Abel 
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Ill 
INVOLVEMENT IN AGRICULTURE INVENTORY 
Directions: Please answer each of the questions with an "X" or fill in the 
blank provided. Be as accurate as possible and please respond 
to all questions. 
1. How many years of vocational agriculture have you completed, including 
this year? 
(1) one 
(2) two 
(3) three 
(4) four 
2. How many years have you been a member of the FFA, including this year? 
(1) one 
(2) two 
O) three 
(4) four 
(5) none 
3. What is the highest FFA degree you have received? 
(1) Greenhand 
(2) Chapter Farmer 
(3) Applied for Iowa (State) Farmer 
(4) Iowa Farmer 
4. What occupation (job) do you plan to enter upon completion of your formal 
education? 
5. What FFA award(s) have you received? (Check all that apply.) 
(1) Star Greenhand 
(2) Star Chapter Farmer 
(3) District Star Farmer 
(4) Local proficiency award, if so specify: 
(5) District proficiency award applicant, if so specify: 
(6) District proficiency award, if so specify: 
(7) State proficiency award, if so specify: 
(8) Others (specify); 
(9) None 
6. In what kinds of activities do you participate? (Check all that apply.) 
(1) Athletics 
(2) Music 
(3) Student government 
(4) 4-H 
(5) Other (list); 
(6) None 
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7. What are your immediate plans upon completion of high school? 
(1) Attend an area vocational school or community college 
(2) Attend a four-year college or university 
(3) Work for yourself (self-employed) 
(4) Get a full-time job 
(5) Other (describe): 
8. What kind(s) of SOE program(s) have you had as part of your vocational 
agriculture program? (Check all that apply.) 
(1) Raising animals and/or crops you own 
(2) Working on a farm other than home farm 
(3) Working in an off-farm agricultural business 
(4) Working with projects carried out using school land, greenhouse, shop, 
or other school facilities. (Experiences that occur outside of normal 
classroom and shop activities.) 
(5) Interviewing and observing people working in agriculture 
(6) Other (describe): 
(7) None (I did not have a supervised occupational experience program.) 
9. (Answer this question only if you checked more than one kind of experience 
for question 8.) Indicate the type of experience you consider to be the 
major one for you in 1979. 
(1) Raising animals and/or crops you own 
(2) Working on a farm other than home farm 
(3) Working in an off-farm agricultural business 
(4) Working with projects carried out using school land, greenhouse, shop, 
or other school facilities 
(5) Interviewing and observing people working in agriculture 
(6) Other (specify): 
10. Indicate the number (and show % yours) of breeding livestock you had in 1979 
as part of your vo-ag SOE program. 
Breeding Livestock No. % yours 
Beef cows 
Beef heifers 
Beef bulls 
Dairy cows (milking) 
Dairy heifers 
Dairy bulls 
Sows or bred gilts 
Boars 
Ewes 
Rams 
Mares 
Studs 
Nannie (goats) 
Billy (goats) 
Turkeys (laying) 
Laying hens 
Others (specify) 
1.13 
11. Indicate the number (and show % yours) of livestock you sold or that were 
consumed at home in 1979 as part of your vo-ag SOE program. (Do not duplicate 
numbers reported in question 10.) 
Livestock Sold No. % yours 
Dairy heifers 
Dairy calves 
Dairy steers 
Beef feeder calves 
Beef steers, 1 yr. 
Beef steers, 2 yr. 
Pigs, feeders 
Hogs, market 
Lambs, feeders 
Lambs, market 
Colts (horses) 
Kids (goats) 
Broilers 
Turkeys 
Others (specify) 
12. Indicate the number of hours you worked in 1979 as part of your vo-ag SOE 
program in each of the following settings. (Exclude regular vo-ag class 
time.) 
Setting Paid Hours Unpaid Hours Worked 
Farm(s) in community 
School farm (livestock) 
School farm (crops) 
School greenhouse 
School shop 
Agribusiness in community 
Non-Agribusiness in community 
Custom work 
Other (specify) 
13. Indicate the number (and % yours) of acres of land you owned or rented in 
1979 as part of your vo-ag SOE program. 
Type of Land Owned % yours Rented % yours 
Cropland 
Pasture 
Commercial 
Forest land 
Other, specify 
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14. Indicate the number (and % yours) of acres of crops harvested in 1979 as 
part of your vo-ag SOE program. 
Crops Acres Harvested % yours 
Corn (grain) 
Com (silage) 
Soybeans 
Oats (grain) 
Oats (silage) 
Sorghum.(grain) 
Sorghum (silage) 
Alfalfa 
Mixed hay 
Haylage 
Other, specify 
15. Indicate the type and amount of vegetables or fruits you produced in 1979: 
type (amount - lbs., bushels, etc.) (% yours) 
type (amount - lbs., bushels, etc.) (% yours) 
type (amount - lbs., bushels, etc.) (% yours) 
16. Indicate the types and amount of equipment, buildings and machinery you 
owned in 1979 (and % yours) that was used in your vo-ag SOE program (include 
cars and trucks). 
Type Number Model Year % yours 
17. Indicate the number (and % yours) of acres of unharvested crops you had during 
1979 as part of your vo-ag SOE program. 
Type Acres % yours 
Native grass (pasture) 
Legumes 
Cover crop 
Other (specify) 
115 
18. What was your net worth at the: (Could be taken from page 13 of record book.) 
1. End of 1978 or beginning of 1979. 
2. End of 1979 or beginning of 1980. 
19. In future years, we may desire to contact you by mail to ask you to provide 
additional inputs for vocational agriculture programs. If so, where could 
you be reached? (Give a permanent address.) 
(name of parent or guardian) 
(route, street or box number) 
(town) (state) (zip code) 
Directions: The following list of statements is NOT a test. There are no right 
or wrong answers. If you strongly disagree with the statement, 
write "1" on the line in front of the item. If you strongly agree, 
write "11" on the line. Use any number from 1 to 11. Please give 
your own opinion, and respond to each item. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Strongly Undecided Strongly 
disagree Slightly Slightly agree 
disagree agree 
(20) My SOE has been a valuable part of my vo-ag education. 
(21) My 1979 vo-ag (SOE) record book was accurate and complete. 
(22) My vo-ag teacher helped me plan and conduct my SOE. 
(23) My parents helped me plan and conduct ray SOE. 
(24) My vo-ag classes have helped me plan and conduct my SOE. 
(25) My FFA participation supported the development of my SOE. 
(26) My SOE has helped prepare me for an off-farm agricultural job in the future. 
(27) My SOE has helped me get FFA degrees and awards. 
(28) My SOE has increased my interest in agriculture. 
(29) My SOE has made my vo-ag classes more meaningful and Interesting. 
(30) My SOE has helped prepare me for farming as a future occupation. 
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Data Coding Format 
Coding for SOE Project, 1980 
(Revised 3/18/80) 
Card No. Variable 
Card No. 1 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
(Items 1-9, 18-19 and 20-30) 
Card No. 2 Agribusiness Achievement Tests 
Card No. 3 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Card No. 4 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Card No. 5 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Card No. 6 Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Card No. 7 Work Value Inventory and Self-Esteem Evaluation 
Card No. 8 Teacher Demographic Data (Items 1-27) 
Card No. 9 Teacher Demographic Data (Item 28) 
Card No. 1.1 Purdue Teacher Oplnionaire (1 in Col. 1 & 1 in Col. 
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Card No. 1 
Involvement In Agriculture Inventory (Items 1-9, 18-19 and 20-30) 
Column No. Variable and Item Number Response Code (Value) 
01 
02-03 
04-06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
Card Number 
School Number 
Student Number 
Control/Experimental 
1980 Follow-up 
Teacher Stability 
Blank 
Years of Vo-Ag (1) 
Years in FFA (2) 
Highest FFA Degree C3) 
Occupational Plans (4) 
1 
01-36 
001-507 
FFA Awards - Star Greenhand (5) 
FFA Awards - Star Chapter Farmer (5) 
FFA Awards - Dist. Star Farmer (5) 
FFA Awards - Local Prof. Award (5) 
FFA Awards - Dist. Prof, Award Appl, (5) 
FFA Awards - Dist. Prof. Award (5) 
FFA Awards - State Prof. Award (5) 
FFA Awards - Other (5) 
FFA Awards - None (5) 
School Activities - Athletics (6) 
1 
2 
8 
Control 
Experimental 
1 = same as 77-78 
2 = change since 77-78 
1-4 
0-4 
1 = Greenhand 
2 • Chapter Farmer 
3 " State Farmer Applicant 
4 " Iowa Farmer 
1 " Production Ag (own) 
2 " Ag Sales & Service 
3 " Ag Mech. 
4 «=• Ag Products/Processing 
5 = Horticulture 
6 " Resources/Forestry 
7 = Production Ag (employ.) 
8 = Prof. Ag 
9 = Non-Agriculture 
0 " Undecided 
Blank = Missing Data 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 " Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 - No 
1 • Yes, 2 - No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 • Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 - No 
1 • Yes, 2 » No 
1 - Yes, 2 • No 
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Card No. 1 continued 
Column No. Variable and Item Number 
25 School Activities - Music (6) 
26 School Activities - Student Govn. (6) 
27 School Activities - 4-H (6) 
28 School Activities - Other (6) 
29 School Activities - Nona (6) 
30 Plans after High School (7) 
31 SOE - animals/crops (8) 
32 SOE - working/farm (8) 
33 SOE - working/off-farm (8) 
34 SOE - working at school (8) 
35 SOE - interview/observe (8) 
36 SOE - other (8) 
37 SOE - None (8) 
38 Major SOE (9) 
Response Code (Value) 
1 = Yes, 2 =» No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Attend community coll. 
2 = Attend a 4-year coll. 
3 = Self-employed 
4 • Get a job 
5 = Other 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 • Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 = No 
1 = Yes, 2 =• No 
1 = animals/crops 
2 = working/farm 
3 = working/off-farm 
4 B at school 
5 = interview/observe 
6 = other 
7 = none 
I 
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Card No. 2 
Agribusiness Achievement Test 
Column No. 
01 
02-03 
04-06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11-12 
13-14 
15-16 
17-18 
19-20 
21-22 
23-24 
25-26 
Variable and Item Number 
Card Number 
School Number 
Student Number 
Control/Experimental 
1980 Follow-up 
Teacher Stability 
Blank 
Animal Science Raw Score 
Animal Science T-Score 
Plant & Soil Science Raw Score 
Plant & Soil Science T-Score 
Ag. Mechanics Raw Score 
Ag. Mechanics T-Score 
Ag. Mgt. Raw Score 
Ag. Mgt T-Score 
Response Code (Value) 
2 
01-36 
001-507 
1 = Control 
2 = Experimental 
8 
1 « same as 77-78 
2 = change since 77-78 
0-50 
7-85 
0-50 
3-96 
0-50 
5-94 
0-50 
14-87 
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Card No. 3 
Column No. Variable and Item Number Responding Code(Value) 
01 Code numer 01-7 
02-03 School number 01-36 
04-06 Student number 001-507 
07-09 Number beef cows(10) Actual number 
10-12 Number beef heifers (10) Actual number 
13 Number beef bulls (10) Actual number 
14-16 Number dairy cows(milking)(10) Actual number 
17-19 Number dairy heifers (10) Actual number 
20 Number dairy bulls (10) Actual number 
21-22 Number cows or bred gilts (10) Actual number 
23 Number boars (10) Actual number 
24-26 Number ewes (10) Actual number 
27 Number rams (10) Actual number 
28-29 Number mares (10) Actual number 
30 Number studs QO) Actual number 
31-32 Number nannie(goats) (10) Actual number 
33 Number billy (goats) (10) Actual number 
34-37 Number turkeys (laying) (10) Actual number 
38-41 Number laying hens (10) Actual number 
42-45 Number others (specify) (10) Actual number 
46—48 Dairy heifers (11) Actual number 
49-50 Dairy i cows (11) Actual number 
51-52 Dairy i steers (11) Actual number 
53-55 Beef feeder calves (11) Actual number 
56-57 Beef steers, 1 year (11) Actual number 
58-59 Beef steers, 2 years (11) Actual number 
60-62 Pigs, : feeders (11) Actual number 
63-65 Hogs, market (11) Actual number 
66-67 Lambs, feeders (11) Actual number 
68-69 Lambs, market (11) Actual number 
70 Colts (horses) (11) Actual number 
71 Kids (goats) (11) Actual number 
72-75 Broilers (11) Actual number 
76-80 Number turkeys (11) Actual number 
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Card No. 4 
Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Column No. Variable and Item Number Response Code 
01 Card number 01-7 
02-03 School number 01-36 
04-06 Student number 001-507 
07-10 Number others (11) Actual number 
11-14 Farm/paid (12) Actual hours 
15-17 School farm (livestock)/paid (12) Actual hours 
18-20 School farm (crops)/paid (12) Actual hours 
21-23 School greenhouse/paid (12) Actual hours 
24-26 School shop/paid (12) Actual hours 
27-29 Agribusiness in community/paid (12) Actual hours 
30-32 Non-agribusiness in community/ 
paid (12) Actual hours 
33-36 Custom work/paid (12) Actual hours 
37-40 Other/paid (12) Actual hours 
41-43 Farm/no pay (12) Actual hours 
44-46 School farm (livestock)/no pay (12) Actual hours 
47-49 School farm (crops)/no pay (12) Actual hours 
50-52 School greenhouse/no pay (12) Actual hours 
53-55 School shop/no pay (12) Actual hours 
56-58 Agribusiness/no pay (12) Actual hours 
59-61 Non-agribusiness/no pay (12) Actual hours 
62-64 Custom work/no pay (12) Actual hours 
65-67 Other/no pay (12) Actual hours 
68-70 Cropland/owned (13) Actual acres 
71-73 Pasture/owned (13) Actual acres 
74-76 Commercial/owned (13) Actual acres 
77-78 Forest land/owned (13) Actual acres 
79-80 Other/owned (13) Actual acres 
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Card No. 5 
Involvement in Agriculture Inventory 
Column No. Variable and Item Number 
01 Card number 
02-03 School number 
04-06 Student number 
07-09 Cropland/rented (13) 
10-12 Pasture/rented (13) 
13-14 Commercial/rented (13) 
15-16 Forest land/rented (13) 
17-18 Other/rented (13) 
19-21 Corn (grain)/harvest (14) 
22-24 Corn (silage)/harvest (14) 
25-27 Soybeans/harvest (14) 
28-29 Oats (grain)/harvest (14) 
30-31 Oats (silage)/harvest (14) 
32-33 Sorghum (grain)/harvest (14) 
34-35 Sorghum (silage)/harvest (14) 
36-37 Alfalfa (19) 
38-40 Mixed hay (14) 
41-43 Haylage (14) 
44-46 Others, specify (14) 
47-48 Native grass/unharvested (17) 
49-50 Legumes/unharvested (17) 
51-52 Cover crop/unharvested (17) 
53-54 Other/unharvested (17) 
55-58 Net worth 1978 (18) 
59-63 Net worth 1980 (18) 
64 Control/Experimental 
65 Teacher stability 
Response Code 
01-7 
01-36 
001-507 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual acres 
Actual dollars 
Actual dollars 
1 = Experimental 
2 = Control 
1 = same as 77-78 
2 = change since 
77-78 
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APPENDIX F: AVERAGE DOLLAR VALUE OF BREEDING LIVESTOCK 
AND POULTRY IN 1979 
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Average Dollar Value of Breeding 
Livestock and Poultry in 1979 
Enterprises Average Price Per Animal 
Weight (dollars) Value 
(lbs) (dollars) 
Beef Cows 1050% $ 66. 00/cwt^ $693. 00 
Beef Heifers 800^ 66. 00/cwt^ 528. 00 
Beef Bulls 1350^ 891. 00/cwt^ 891. 00 
Dairy Cows 
(milking) 1020. 00/head^ 1020. 00 
Dairy Heifers 410. 00/head^ 410. 00 
Dairy Bulls 1450% 53. 00/cwt^ . 769. 00 
Sows and Bred 
Gilts 450^ 42. 00/cwt^ 189. 00 
Boars 550% 43. 00/cwt^ 237. 00 
Ewes 140^ 23. 00/cwt^ 32. 00 
Rams 180^ 23. 00/cwt^ 41. 00 
Mares 1200. 00/head^ 1200. 00 
Studs 1800. 00/head^ 1800. 00 
Source: ^Jean Schwartz, Market News, 468E East Hall, Iowa 
State University, Ames, Iowa. 
^Agricultural Prices, Annual Summary 1979, Crop 
Reporting Board, Economics, Statistics, and Cooper­
atives Services, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C., June, 1980. 
^Bud Allison, Horse Barn, Iowa State University, 
Ames, Iowa. 
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Average Dollar Value of Breeding 
Livestock and Poultry in 1979 
Enterprises Average Price Per Animal 
Weight (dollars) Value 
(lbs) (dollars 
Nanny (goats) 
Billy (goats) 
Turkeys(laying) 
Hens(laying) 
12' 
50.00/head 50.00 
100.00/head^ 100.00 
.41/lb® 5.00 
.11/lb^ 1.00 
Julia Johnson, Nutritional Physiology, Report by 
Lynn Davis, Livestock Inventory Report, Animal 
Science, 313 Kildee Hall, Iowa State University, 
Ames, Iowa. 
"Iowa Agricultural Statistics, Iowa Crop and Live­
stock Reporting Service, 833 Federal Building, 210 
Walnut, Des Moines, Iowa, May, 1980 and 1981 (Iowa 
State University Library). 
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APPENDIX G: AVERAGE DOLLAR VALUE OF MARKET LIVESTOCK 
AND POULTRY FOR 1979 
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Average Dollar Value of Market 
Livestock and Poultry for 1979 
Enterprises Average Weight 
(lbs) 
Price Per 
(dollars) 
Animal Value 
(dollars) 
Dairy Heifers 650^ $ 66.00/cwtb $429.00 
Dairy Calves 120^ 85.OO/cwt® 102.00 
Dairy Steers 800^ SO.OO/cwt^ 400.00 
Beef Feeder Calves 550^ 85.00/cwtb 468.00 
Beef Steers, 1 yr. 950% 68.00/cwt^ 646.00 
Beef Steers, 2 yrs. 1300^ 68.0 O/cwt^ 884.00 
Pigs, Feeder 90^ 79.00/cwt^ 71.00 
Hogs, Market 248^ 42.00/cwtb 104.00 
Lambs, Feeder 75a 65.OO/cwt^ 49.00 
Lambs, Market 110^ 65.00/cwtb 72.00 
Colts (Horses) 600. OO/head*^ 600.00 
Kids (Goats) 40.00/head^ 40.00 
Broilers 5b 0.39/lb® 2.00 
Turkeys 12® 0.41/lb® 5.00 
Source: ^Jean Schwartz, Market News, 468E East Hall, Iowa State 
University, Ames, Towa. 
^Agricultural Prices, Annual Summary 1979, Crop 
Reporting Board, Economics, Statistics, and 
Cooperatives Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture, WAshington, D.C., June 1980. 
°Bud Allison, Horse Barn, Iowa State University, Ames, 
Iowa 
^Julia Johnson, Nutritional Physiology, Report by Lynn 
Davis, Livestock Inventory Report, Animal Science, 
313 Kildee Hall, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa, 
July, 1981. 
®Iowa Agricultural Statistics, Iowa Crop and Livestock 
Reporting Service, 833 Federal Building, 210 Walnut, 
Des Moines, Iowa, May 1980 and 1981. 
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APPENDIX H: AVERAGE DOLLAR VALUE OF CROPS HARVESTED 
IN 1979 
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Average Dollar Value of Crops Harvested in 1979 
Per Acre 
Enterprise Average Yield/ Price/Unit Value 
Acre . (dollars) 
Corn (Grain) 127 bu^ $ 2. 00/bu^ $254. 00 
Corn (Silage) 175 ton^ 20. 00/ton^ 350. 00 
Soybeans 38 bu^ 6. OO/bu* 228. 00 
Oats (Grain) 63 bu^ 1. OO/bu* 63. 00 
Oats (Silage) 3 ton^ 18. OO/ton^ 54. 00 
Sorghum (Grain) 70 bu^ 2. 00/bu* 140. 00 
Sorghum (Silage) 9.6 ton^ 20. OO/ton^ 192. 00 
Alfalfa 4.10 ton^ 46. 00/tonC 189. 00 
Mixed Hay 3.74 ton^ 46. 00/ton^ 172. 00 
Haylage 7 ton^ 24. 00/ton^ 168. 00 
Sources: Agricultural Prices, Annual Summary, 1979 Crop 
Reporting Board, Economics, Statistics, and 
Cooperative Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C., June 1980. 
'^Crops for Silage, Cooperative Extension Service, 
Iowa State University, Bulletin PM-417d, October 
1978. 
CQene Rouse, Animal Science Extension, 109 Kildee 
Hall, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa. 
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APPENDIX I: AVERAGE QUARTERLY WAGES PER HOUR FOR FARM 
LABOR IN IOWA DURING 1979 
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Average Quarterly Wages Per Hour For Farm 
Labor In Iowa During 1979 
Quarter Average Labor Cost Rounded Quarterly 
Per Hour for Iowa& Hour 
January 3.43 3.00 
April 3.32 3.00 
July 3.17 3.00 
October 3.41 3.00 
Source: ^ lowa Agricultural Statistics, Iowa Crop and Live­
stock Reporting Service, 833 Federal Building, 210 
Walnut, Des Moines, Iowa, May 1980 and 1981. 
